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Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia 


No. 5904. 

Margaret Buckley Dennett, Appellant, 

vs. 

Richard Rodney Dennett. 

i 

■ ■ — 

i 

i 

a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 54251. | 

_ i 

Richard Rodney Dennett, Plaintiff, i 

vs. | 

Margaret Buckley Dennett, Defendant, and rIymond D. 

Adrian, Co-Defendant. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia , ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Coijirt of the 
District of Columbia, at the City of Washington in said 
District, at the times hereinafter mentioned, the following 
papers were filed and proceedings had, in the abo|e-entitled 
cause, to-wit: 

i 

1 Bill for Absolute Divorce . 

Filed April 20, 1932. ! 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, Holding 

an Equity Court. 

Equity. No. 54251. i 

Richard Rodney Dennett, Plaintiff, 

VS. i 

I 

Margaret Buckley Dennett, Defendant, and Raymond D. 

Adrian, Codefendant. 

i 

To the Honorable the Justices of the Supreme Co^irt of the 
District of Columbia: 

The plaintiff respectfully represents to the Court as 
follows: 

i 

i 
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1. That he is a citizen of the United States, and a resi¬ 
dent of the District of Columbia, and sues in his own right. 

2. That the defendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett, is a 
citizen of the United States, and a resident of the District 
of Columbia, and is sued in her own right. 

3. That the co-defendant, Raymond D. Adrian, is a citizen 
of the United States, and a resident of the District of 
Columbia, and is sued as co-respondent in this case. 

4. That the plaintiff and the defendant, Margaret Buck- 
ley Dennett, were duly and lawfully married at San Diego, 
California, February 2, 1925, by a minister of the Gospel, 
duly authorized to perform marriage ceremonies in the 
State of California. That of this marriage, there are three 
surviving children, a daughter, Margaret Ann, now in her 
sixth year, another daughter, Mary Jane, now in her fourth 
year, and a son, Richard Rodney, now seven months old; 
that all three of said children have been in the joint control 

and custody of the plaintiff and the defendant, Mar- 
2 garet Buckley Dennett, and lived with them at their 
residence, 3839 Garfield Street, N. W., in the District 
of Columbia, up until 3.00 o’clock on the morning of April 
18, 1932, when defendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett, vol- 
untarilv abandoned all of said three children and left them 

» i 

in the custody of plaintiff, said defendant, Margaret Buck- 
ley Dennett, taking her clothing and baggage and volun¬ 
tarily leaving the premises of 3839 Garfield Street, N. W., 
and in company with the co-defendant, Raymond D. Adrian. 

5. That although the plaintiff has always conducted him¬ 
self as a true, loyal and affectionate husband, and father, 
and has provided the defendant and their children with 
all the necessities of life and such comforts and luxuries 
as his income would permit, yet, nevertheless, defendant 
has misconducted herself in and about the District of Co¬ 
lumbia, and has, on numerous occasions, committed adul¬ 
tery with the co-defendant, Raymond B. Adrian. That on 
the morning of April 18, 1932, between 12:00 o’clock mid¬ 
night, and 1:00 a. m., this plaintiff, accompanied by two wit¬ 
nesses, entered the premises at 3839 Garfield Street, N. W., 
and found the defendant and co-defendant occupying the 
living room. 

6. That the defendant and co-defendant committed adul¬ 
tery with each other at premises 3839 Garfield Street, 
N. W., in the District of Columbia, on the 27th of March, 
1932, and on the 11th, 12th, 13th, 16th, and 17th of April, 
1932, and at various and sundry other times prior to April 
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18, 1932, at the same address, the exact dates ofj which oc¬ 
currences are unknown to this plaintiff, and that! all of the 
said acts of adultery hereinbefore recited were com- 

3 mitted without the procurement, privity,j collusion, 
connivance or consent of this plaintiff, an^l that this 

plaintiff has not condoned any of the said offences nor co¬ 
habited with the defendant since learning of a^y of said 
acts of adultery. 

Wherefore, the premises considered, the plaintiff prays: 

1. That a United States subpoena may issue <^ut of this 
Honorable Court directed to the defendant and ^-defend¬ 
ant. 

2. That upon a final hearing of this cause, the plaintiff 
may be granted an absolute divorce from the defendant, 
Margaret Buckley Dennett, and awarded his co^ts against 
co-defendant. 

3. That the plaintiff may be granted the custody of his 
three children, pendente lite, and permanently! upon the 
final hearing of this cause. 

4. That the plaintiff may be granted such jother and 
further relief as the exigencies of this case mgv require, 
and to this Honorable Court may seem proper. 

RICHARD RODNEY DENNETT, 

plaintiff. 

F. HUNTER CREECH, 

J. Y. E. ALLEN, j 

Attorneys for 'plaintiff. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

\ 

Richard Rodney Dennett, being first duly swojrn accord¬ 
ing to law, deposes and says: 

That he has read the foregoing and annexed Petition by 
him subscribed, and knows the contents thereof;; that the 
matters and things contained therein, as 6f his own 

4 knowledge, are true, and those based upoti informa¬ 
tion and belief, he believes to be true. 

RICHARD RODNEY DENNETT, 

Flaintiff . 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 20th day of April, 
A. D., 1932. 

[notarial seal. ] C. D. RATCLIFJFE, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

My Commission expires June 15, 1936. 
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Motion for Custody of Children and Alimony Pendente Lite. 

Filed April 29,1932. 

******* 

Now comes the defendant, Margaret R. Dennett, in the 
above-entitled cause, and moves this honorable Court to 
cause plaintiff, Richard R. Dennett, to deliver the children 
of plaintiff and defendant into her custody, and to grant 
alimony for the maintenance of said minor children, pend¬ 
ing the hearing of the above-entitled cause on its merits, 
and for cause refers to the answer of the defendants, Mar¬ 
garet R. Dennett and Raymond D. Adrian, filed in this 
cause, and the affidavit of Edna D. and John E. Buckley, 
hied herewith. 

ALVIN L. NEWMYER, 

JOSEPH A. KAUFMANN, 
Attorneys for Margaret R. Dennett, 

Notice. 

F. Hunter Creech & J. Y. E. Allen, Esq., 

Attorneys for the Plaintiff, 

Munsey Building, City. 

Please take notice that the points to be submitted in 
support of this motion and the authorities intended 
5 to be used are attached hereto. The rules of this 
Court require that if you oppose the granting of this 
motion, you shall file in reply with the clerk of this Court 
a statement of the points of authority upon which you rely, 
and serve a copy thereof upon counsel for the defendant, 
Margaret R. Dennett, on or before Tuesdav, Mav 3rd, 1932. 

ALVIN L. NEWMY r ER, 

JOSEPH A. KAUFMAN. 

Attorneys for Defenda/nt , 

Margaret R. Dennett. 

District of Columbia, to wit: 

The undersigned, being first duly sworn upon their oaths 
according to law depose and say that they are respectively 
the mother and father of Margaret B. Dennett, the defend¬ 
ant herein. 
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! 

i 

Mrs. Buckley received a telegram from her daughter at 
11:30 o’clock p. m., Central Standard time on Friday, April 
22, 1932, asking for money. She did at once telephone to 
her husband who was at that time in Chicago, Illinois, on 
business wanting to know what she should do; M[r. Buckley 
advised her to send money and she did at onc^ send ail 
the cash she had on hand. Mr. and Mrs. Buckleyjdid there¬ 
after meet at once and drove to this city by automobile, 
arriving Tuesday, April 26, 1932, and going at ohce to take 
care of their daughter. 

That they further state that they are citizens of the 
United States and residents of Kansas City, Missouri, hav¬ 
ing been for more than 20 years highly respected citizens of 
the said Community and that it is their intention to care for 
and that they are able to look after the well beir^g of their 
daughter. 

It is the belief of the undersigned that the children of 
their daughter and Richard R. Dennett being of exceedingly 
tender age should be and can only be properly cared 
6 for by their daughter whose love, affectioij and care, 
said babies absolutely require and that the under¬ 
signed stand ready, willing and able to render siich assist¬ 
ance as may be in their power so to do, and as may be 
necessary. ; 

EDNA D. BUCKLEY. 

JOHN E. BUCKLEY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 28th day of 
April, 1932. 

[notarial seal.] MARGARET MacPHERSDN, 

Notary Public, D . C. 

Answer of the Co-defendant, Raymond D. Adrian. 

i 

Filed April 29, 1932. ! 

! 

# # * # * * j * 

i 

I 

For answer to the Bill of Complaint filed herein, the de¬ 
fendant, Raymond D. Adrian, respectfully sho^s to this 
Honorable Court as follows: 

1. He admits the allegations of paragraphs 1, 2, and 3. 

2. As to the date and place of the marriage of plaintiff 
and defendant and the ages of their children and jthe length 
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of time of their residence in the District of Columbia, this 
defendant can neither deny nor admit the same having 
no knowledge thereof, but if the same prove material, he 
prays strict proof thereof. Further answering said para¬ 
graph this defendant says that the defendant, Margaret B. 
Dennett, did not voluntarily abandon her children and leave 

them in the custody of her husband but that she left home 

* 

by being forced to do so by the plaintiff, her husband herein. 
She did pack her clothing under her husband’s orders and 
your affiant, out of kindness and sympathy 1o the said 
7 Margaret B. Dennett, and knowing her to be a per¬ 
son of good and upright moral character, did take 
her to his mother’s 1 home and there she stayed for three 
days. The day following the expulsion of said Margaret B. 
Dennett from her husband’s home, she was joined by Lu¬ 
cille Bohrer, the maid of the said Margaret B. Dennett, who 
staved with her during the balance of the time that Mrs. 
Dennett remained in mv mother’s home. 

3. This defendant can neither admit nor denv the alle- 

♦ 

gations of paragraph 5 of the Bill of Complaint with re¬ 
gard to the plaintiff ’s conduct as a husband and father and 
as to the plaintiff’s furnishing the necessities of life to the 
defendant, Margaret B. Dennett, as this defendant has no 


knowledge of the same, but if the same prove material, he 
prays strict proof thereof. He denies the other allega¬ 
tions of said paragraph but states that shortly after 12 
o’clock p. m. on the morning of April 18, 1932, the plain¬ 
tiff and two other unknown persons entered the home of 
Mr. and Mrs. Dennett and that this defendant and Mrs. 
Dennett were at that time sitting in the living room listen¬ 
ing to the radio. The plaintiff did use profane language 
and did humiliate his wife, ordering her and forcing her to 
leave the house, as hereinbefore stated. That one of the 
unknown persons who entered the living room did revile 
the plaintiff’s wife calling her an indecent person. After 
this the defendant, Margaret B. Dennett, was forced by her 
husband to get her clothing from the upper floor and, on 
her return to the living room when Mrs. Dennett told her 
husband she was without funds, her said husband gave 
her Two Dollars and Fifty Cents ($2.50). One of the other 
persons handed her the further sum of Ten Dollars ($10.00)) 
remarking that $2.50 would not be sufficient and that Mr. 
Dennett could pay him back. 
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I 

8 4. This defendant absolutely, positively and un¬ 
equivocally denies the allegations of pdragraph 6 

and states in answer thereto that the defendant and co¬ 
defendant at all times conducted themselves in a manner 
befitting a lady and gentleman and that his acquaintance 
with her was based on an attempt to amuse the defendant, 
Margaret B. Dennett, who was seemingly negledted by her 
husband, the said husband upon defendant’s information 
and belief being absent from home practically all the time. 

Wherefore, having fully answered, this defendant prays 
that the Bill of Complaint may be dismissed as ^gainst him 
with costs. 

And for such other and further relief as the) case may 
require. 

RAYMOND D. ADRIAN. 

i 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I 

1 

I, Raymond D. Adrian, being first duly swbrn on my 
oath according to law depose and say that I am the person 
who subscribed the above and annexed answer, that I have 
read the same and that the statements therein jnade upon 
my personal knowledge are true and those made upon in¬ 
formation and belief, I believe to be true. 

RAYMOND D. ADRIAN. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2§th dav of 
April, 1932. 

[notarial seal.] MARGARET MacPHERSON, 

Notary Public , D. C. 

Ansiver and Cross-Bill of the Defendant Margaret B. 

Dennett . 

Filed April 29,1932. j 

i 

# * # # # # | * 

i 

1 

9 For answer to the Bill of Complaint filed herein, 
the defendant, Margaret B. Dennett respectfully 

shows to this Honorable Court as follows: 

1. She admits the allegations of paragraph onq. 

2. She admits the allegations of paragraph two^ 

3. She admits the allegations of paragraph thrbe. 

4. She admits the allegations of paragraph fortr, with re- 
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spect to the date and place of her marriage to plaintiff, the 
birth of the children named, and the fact that plaintiff and 
defendant lived at the address mentioned in the District 
aforesaid until April 18 1932', having joint custody and con¬ 
trol of the aforesaid children. 

Further answering the fourth paragraph of plaintiff’s 
bill of complaint, this defendant says that she did not volun¬ 
tarily abandon her said three children but does admit that 
she did leave premises 3839 Garfield Street, X. W., in said 
District, in the company of the co-defendant, Raymond 
Adrian, at approximately 3 o’clock a. m., April 18, 1932, 
taking certain articles of clothing with her. She respect¬ 
fully avers that the following circumstances led up to her 
said departure: 

That heretofore, in the early part of February, 1932, her 
husband, the plaintiff herein, and this defendant, together 
with their children, moved to this city, taking up their resi¬ 
dence at 3839 Garfield St., X. W., in this city. The plaintiff 
is a lieutenant, senior grade, in the United States Xavy, 
attached to the aviation department of the said branch of 
service, and the plaintiff and defendant have lived in nu¬ 
merous places since their marriage, but have never before 
lived in this District as man and wife until they moved here 
in February of this year. 

Defendant had just graduated from school when 
10 she met and married the plaintiff herein and was born 
and raised in the middle west, to wit, Kansas City, 
Missouri, -where her parents still reside. The marriage took 
place without the consent of the parents of either party 
thereto, and the parents of the plaintiff have refused to asso¬ 
ciate with the defendant or her parents, but have at all 
times attempted to inspit the defendant and to shun her. 
The mother of the plaintiff has for some years last past been 
a resident of this city, and since the plaintiff and defendant 
took up their abode in this District, has attempted to turn 
her son, the plaintiff, against his wife, this defendant. 

Therefore, since the first of February, 1932, the plaintiff 
has not acted as a dutiful and affectionate husband and 
father. He has visited his mother and other persons, whose 
names this defendant does not know, leaving the defendant 
alone in the house with her babies. He has refused to stay 
with her or to take her with him to visit his friends, or to 
see his mother, nor has he brought anyone to his home. Sev- 
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eral times on being questioned as to where he -ivas going, 
or what he was going to do, plaintiff has told the defendant 
“that it was none of her business.’’ This defendant, as 
hereinbefore alleged, was a stranger in this city, having no 
friends or associates other than a young white piaid, who 
assisted defendant with housework and the care <^f the chil¬ 
dren. It was through this young girl that the defendant met 
the co-defendant, Raymond Adrian, herein, he having come 
to the home of plaintiff and defendant in a party of other 
young people to visit the said maid. It is respectfully sub¬ 
mitted that defendant met and talked to the said ^drian, and 
that her husband knew of the same, but that no mqre than an 
honest and decent friendship resulted frpm the ac- 

11 quaintance of defendant and co-defendanti and that, 
although the co-defendant visited defendant at her 

home on some six or seven occasions, that no indecent con¬ 
duct of any nature existed between them, and th^t on most 
of the occasions the maid or the children, or both, {were pres¬ 
ent when they were together. That the acquaintance be¬ 
tween said Adrian and defendant was caused by plaintiff’s 
intentional disregard of this defendant and because she, a 
young woman of twenty-seven years, naturally appreciated 
respectable adult companionship, which her husband, with 
malicious and wilful intent, refused to give her. i Upon in¬ 
formation and belief, this defendant avers thaj the said 
conduct of the plaintiff was the direct result of a plan by the 
said plaintiff and his mother, to attempt to place the defend¬ 
ant, who was far from her home and her parents, in the way 
of any temptations that might be offered as a result of the 
neglect of the defendant by the plaintiff. 

With regard to the dates of the 16th and 17th da\is of April, 
1932, defendant says that the plaintiff did leave hjmie in the 
afternoon of the first-mentioned date, with the avojved intent 
of going out of town on business of the service, hut that he 
did not go out of town, except to go to Philadelphia, Pennsyl¬ 
vania, for the express purpose of telegraphing {to the de¬ 
fendant to deceive her into believing that he had ip fact gone 
away, immediately returning to Washington, D. C., after 
sending the said telegram. That he did also have the said 
maid accompany him to his sister’s and mother’s! residence 
at the Cairo Hotel, to question her and to leave the defend¬ 
ant alone with her children, so that through the said 

12 maid he might learn of the doings of the (defendant. 
The defendant admits that she did see the co-defend- 
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ant on both evenings above referred to, going to a moving 
picture and having something to eat afterward with him on 
both occasions, and that on the second occasion that the 
maid accompanied them. That the maid did not go home 
with them, but that thev left her bv the Cairo Hotel, whore 
she was staying with plaintiff's mother and sister. That 
co-defendant did accompany defendant home and did enter 
the said house, going in the living-room with her and listen¬ 
ing to the radio; that it was at this time, shortly after 12 
o’clock, p. m., that the plaintiff, accompanied by two persons 
whom the defendant had never before seen, entered the 
house and the living-room. At this point the plaintiff, en- 
tirelv without cause therefor, and having known from and 
through the said maid that the co-defendant and defendant 
and maid were going out and that they did go out, and that 
co-defendant had accompanied the defendant home, did re¬ 
vile and curse the defendant in the presence of the unknown 
men and the co-defendant, humiliating her greatly, and that 
one of the unknown men, whose name defendant has been 
unable to learn, did also revile and upbraid this defendant, 
calling her an indecent person. 

This defendant says that the plaintiff did grasp her by her 
wrists and swing her around in the presence of the afore¬ 
said persons, hurting her greatly, and did order and com¬ 
mand her to leave his home; that she did, protestingly, go 
upstairs and was forced by the plaintiff to pack some cloth¬ 
ing and to leave her children. This defendant did not know 
her rights and did not desire to do so, but was virtually put 
out by the plaintiff, who gave his wife, whom he knew was 
without funds, the sum of $2.50, and turned her into the 
street at 3 o’clock, p. m., in the morning of April 18, 
13 1932. One of the unknown persons who had entered 

with the plaintiff gave the defendant the further sum 
of $10, stating then and there to the plaintiff that he would 
add this sum to his bill. 

Thereupon this defendant left with the co-defendant, who 
took her to his own mother’s home, where the defendant 
stayed for 3 days. On the morning following the expulsion 
from her husband’s home, the defendant was joined by her 
maid, who stayed with her until she left the home of the 
co-defendant and his mother, the said maid sleeping in the 
same room with the defendant. 
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5, 6. This defendant denies the allegations of paragraphs 
five and six, referring to paragraph four of! this an¬ 
swer and cross-bill. Further answering said paragraphs, 
this defendant says that the plaintiff earns, upoij informa¬ 
tion and belief, the sum of $5,000 per annum, but she fur¬ 
ther says that he has not at all times properly supported 
and maintained this defendant and/or the children of the 
marriage of plaintiff and defendant, and that onjnumerous 
occasions the defendant has had to appeal to her parents, 
who have loaned plaintiff and defendant funds fojr both ne¬ 
cessities and luxuries, and that the parents have njany times 
made the defendant and plaintiff and their children the re¬ 
cipients of gifts of money and clothing, rendered jnecessarv 
because of the inability of the plaintiff to pay for the necessi¬ 
ties of life. ! 

This defendant does further sav that, although she was 
not guilty of misconduct, either with the co-defendant or 
with anyone else, that the plaintiff and his mother, Mrs. 
Elizabeth Dennett, did connive and collude and \o attempt 
to procure circumstantial and compromising evidence of any 
nature, so that the defendant might fear notoriety and leave 
the plaintiff alone to his mother, who has and hac| for many 
years last past high social ambitions for herself and 
14 her son. The defendant does further ave)' that one 
of the unknown persons who visited her home on the 
night of her expulsion, stated to her in the presence of her 
husband that if she would leave without making ahv trouble 
that she would hear no further of that night’s happenings. 

7. This defendant does further say that she has attempted 
to see her children but that the plaintiff refuses to |let her see 
them. She savs that the babv is onlv seven months of age 
and is in dire need of a mother’s care which onlv she is able 
to give; that the other children too should be given their 
mother’s care, being little girls, aged three and fjve respec¬ 
tively, and that this defendant is nervous for their well¬ 
being and has communicated this statement to the plaintiff, 
but to no avail; that the plaintiff’s mother is tnore than 
seventy (70) years of age and that the plaintiff isj unable to 
properly care for the said baby or other childreij, and that 
the plaintiff, a Navy man, is subject to call. This jdefendant 
says that it is imperative to the well-being and gj>od health 
of the children that they be returned to the custody of their 
mother. 


12 


MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNETT. 


8. This defendant further avers that she is in destitute 
circumstances; that she never had the opportunity to leam 
an occupation, having always taken care of her home and 
children since her marriage, and that the plaintiff, earning 
$5,000 per annum as aforesaid, is well able to contribute to 
her support and maintenance and that of the children, who 
should be placed in her custody. 

This defendant prays that this answer and the averments 
herein mav also be read bv this Honorable Court as a cross¬ 
bill: ‘ 

Wherefore petitioner prays: 

15 1. That the plaintiff may be required to answer 

the exigencies of this Answer and Cross Bill. 

2. That the defendant mav be awarded maintenance and 

* 

support and the custody of her children pending the final 
hearing of this suit, and counsel fees and fees of suit. 

3. That, upon a filial hearing of this cause, this honorable 
Court will dismiss the Bill of Complaint of the Plaintiff, 
and grant to this Defendant a decree of divorce a mensa et 
thoro, or of separate maintenance, giving to this defend¬ 
ant the permanent custody of her children, and ordering 
plaintiff herein to pay to defendant a suitable sum for the 
maintenance and support of her children and herself, as 
well as counsel fees. 

4. And for such other and further relief as the nature 
of this cause may require and to this honorable Court seem 
meet and proper. 

MARGARET B. DENNETT. 

ALVIN L. NEWMYER, 

JOSEPH A. KAUFMANN, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 

District of Columbia, to ivit: 

Margaret B. Dennett, being first duly sworn upon her 
oath according to law, deposes and says that she is the per¬ 
son who subscribed the above and annexed Answer and 
Cross-Bill; that she has read the same and the contents 
thereof are true; that the statements made upon personal 
knowledge are true, and those upon information and be¬ 
lief, she believes to be true. 

MARGARET B. DENNETT. 
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I 

1 

Subscribed and sworn to before me, Ajoril 28th, 
1932. 

16 [notarial seal.] MARGARET MacPHER|SON, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

Plaintiff’s Reply to Answers of Defendant, Sc. 

j 

Filed May 3, 1932. j 


For reply to the answers of the Defendant ind co-De- 
fendant filed herein, and for answer to the crossjbill of the 
Defendant filed herein, the Plaintiff respectfully shows to 
this honorable Court as follows: 

i 

1. Answering paragraph 4 of Defendants answer and 
cross-bill, plaintiff admits that he is a lieutenant, senior 
grade, in the United States Navy, and states tl^at he has 
always kept his official residence in the District |of Colum¬ 
bia, and in his periodical reports made to the Navy Depart¬ 
ment every six months he has designated as his official resi¬ 
dence, as he is required to do, the District of |Columbia, 
although he has been assigned to duty at various places 
throughout his naval service; that he is at present attached 
to the aviation branch of the service but has no| means of 
knowing now long he will be so attached. 

Plaintiff admits that defendant’s parents apparently op¬ 
posed his marriage to defendant, as to whether cjr not that 
opposition was actual or only assumed, plaintiff can only 
surmise, but will say that on the occasion of the first meet¬ 
ing between the parents of the plaintiff and the parents 
of the defendant when, soon after the marriage (}f the par¬ 
ties hereto, the parents of the defendant called oh the par¬ 
ents of the plaintiff in Washington, D. Cf., that on 
17 that occasion the father of the defendant insisted 
upon repeating, in a brusque and insulting manner, 
that he did not want his daughter to marry thej plaintiff; 
that the father of the plaintiff, who was for m^ny years 
Commissioner of the Public Lands Office in Washington and 
was known for his gentlemanly and genial disposition, 
sought to smooth things over and said the only tjiing to do 
was to make the best of the situation. Plaintiff further 
states that immediately after the marriage of plaintiff and 
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defendant, the parents of defendant took her away with 
them for two weeks and he did not live with her as man 
and wife until after she was allowed to return. 

Plaintiff denies the allegation that parents of the plaintiff 
have refused to associate with defendant or her parents and 
have attempted to insult and shun defendant. The father 
of plaintiff has been dead for some time and knew but lit¬ 
tle of defendant or her parents, but during his life he was 
exceedingly kind and considerate of them; that plaintiff’s 
mother has at all times been kind and considerate of de¬ 
fendant and her parents although defendant has made it 
difficult for her to do so. 

Plaintiff denies and asserts as absolutely false, the alle¬ 
gation that the mother of plaintiff has attempted to turn 
him against defendant. 

Plaintiff admits that he has visited his mother at various 
times and has made other calls in line with his official du¬ 
ties, but denies that he has left the defendant alone in the 

house with the babies, or that he has refused to stav with 

' • 

her or take her with him to visit his friends or his mother. 
At all times lie has advised plaintiff that she was welcomed 
to go with him in making his calls but she refused to 
18 accompany him and seemed to prefer the association 
of servants and friends of servants rather than the 
friends, relatives and social contacts of plaintiff. Defend¬ 
ant would refuse to even call upon plaintiff’s mother, and 
plaintiff would take his little girls to Sunday School while 
defendant would stav home in bed, and after Sundav School 
he would take them by on occasions to visit his mother, 
and upon finding out about same defendant would upbraid 
plaintiff for carrying the children by to see his mother. 
Defendant failed to return the usual calls made upon her 
by friends of plaintiff and absolutely failed and refused 
to recognize her ordinary social obligations as the wife of 
a naval officer. Plaintiff has been compelled to make his 
service courtesv calls alone. 

. . Plaintiff knows not how defendant met co-defendant Ray¬ 
mond D. Adrian, but denies that he ever met or talked to 
Adrian until the morning of April 18, 1932, when plaintiff 
discovered defendant and said Adrian alone in the living 
room of premises Xo. 3839 Garfield Street, N. W., in the 
District of Columbia. Plaintiff denies that the frienship 
between defendant and said Adrian was caused by plain- 
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tiff’s intentional disregard of defendant by this plaintiff, 
or that lie refused to give her respectable companionship, 
and emphatically denies that there was any pl^n between 
plaintiff and his mother to place defendant in the way of 
temptation, or that there was any plan of any {Inscription 
between plaintiff and his mother respecting defendant, but 
on the contrary, states that the mother of plaintiff had no 
knowledge of the difficulties between plaintiff ahd defend¬ 
ant until after defendant had left plaintiff and their home 
at 3839 Garfield Street, N. W., on the morning of April 
18, 1932. ! 

19 Plaintiff denies that he went to Philadelphia, Penn¬ 
sylvania, for the sole purpose of sending defendant a 
telegram, and denies that he had the maid to Accompany 
him to his sister’s and mother’s residence at thd Cairo Ho¬ 
tel for the purpose of questioning her to learn of' the doings 
of defendant. j 

Plaintiff denies that he cursed defendant j>r that he 
grasped her by her wrists and swung her around as alleged, 
but states he did not touch her. 

Plaintiff admits that co-defendant Adrian tool} defendant 
to his home with him where he introduced her! under her 
maiden name and as a single person, but plaintiff has no 
knowledge as to whether or not defendant’s mjaid accom¬ 
panied her and slept in the same room with her, |and, there¬ 
fore, denies the same. 

2. Answering paragraph 6 of defendants ahswer and 
cross-bill, plaintiff states that his income is not |$5,000. per 
annum, but that if he drew full flight pay throughout the 
year and could have assurance that there would be no re¬ 
duction in salarv, and that he would continue to draw full 
flight pay, his income would be approximately ^5,000. per 
annum; that he is, at present, attached to the aiviation de¬ 
partment of the Navy Department, but that he Receives his 
pay and allowances as a senior grade lieutenant and for 
flight duty only, that such flight duty is indefinite! and uncer¬ 
tain and that he has no way of knowing whether or not he 
will continue to have an assignment in the aviation branch; 
that during the past year he fell and was seripuslv hurt, 
and as a result was confined to the hospital fd>r approxi¬ 
mately six months and that during such time when he was 
not actually engaged in flight duty he did hot receive 
20 the additional compensation referred to; ithat plain¬ 
tiff has no assurance he will not at any j;ime be as- 
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signed to duty in seme other branch of the service where 
he would not receive such additional compensation; that 
indications are that Congress will greatly reduce the pres¬ 
ent base pay of naval officers of his rank. 

Plaintiff denies that defendant has had to appeal to her 
parents for financial aid in any manner, that he has at all 
times amply provided defendant with means for the proper 
support and maintenance of herself and their children, but 
that defendant is wilfully wasteful and extravagant, and 
that such gifts as defendant may have had from her par¬ 
ents were only such as they would naturally desire to give 
an only and fully spoiled child; that during the first four 
years of the married life of plaintiff and defendant that 
pjaintiff turned over to defendant, every pay day, his entire 
compensation and allowed her to handle things in her own 
way, seeking to teach her and cooperate with her in the 
responsibilities of property maintaining their family life, 
but that defendant proved herself incapable and entirely 
lacking in cooperation and out of necessity plaintiff was 
compelled to take over the management of their financial 
affairs; that parents of defendant have never made plain¬ 
tiff the recipient of any gifts or loans save that on the 
occasion of the birth of one of their children the father 
of defendant offered to loan plaintiff sufficient money to 
pay hospital bills, and that plaintiff has fully repaid such 
loan. 


Plaintiff denies all other allegations in paragraph 6 of 
defendant's answer and cross-bill, and states that with ref¬ 
erence to such conversation as was had at premises 3839 
Garfield Street, X. W., on the morning of April 18, 1932, 
defendant admitted her guilt with respect to having 
21 committed adultery with co-defendant Adrian and 
stated that she was in the wrong and that it was best 
for her to leave, that she was unfit to have the children and 
would leave them there with plaintiff, whereupon, defendant 
went upstairs and commenced her packing preparatory to 
leaving the premises with co-defendant Adrian. 

3. Answering paragraph 7 of defendant’s answer and 
cross-bill, plaintiff states that while baby is only seven 
months of age that he is best without the kind of care and 
attention defendant would give him, that defendant has had 
full opportunity since the baby’s birth to give it the kind 
of care, attention and affection a mother chould give her 
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child, but that she has wilfully and seriously njeglected all 
of the children in the pursuit of her own wishes and pleas¬ 
ures and as a result the health and physical Condition of 
the children have been seriously impaired, ahd that the 
conduct and habits of the defendant are such as jto make her 
an unfit person to have the custody and control of said 
children; plaintiff further believes that defendant has no 
real, genuine interest in said children and realty has no de¬ 
sire for them, and that her motives in seeking control of 
said children are not to promote the welfare of j:he children 
but to further her own selfish ends, and therefore alleges the 
same; that plaintiff has placed the children under the care 
and prescription of a well qualified physician, hnd has also 
at his use the facilities of the medical branch of the Navy 
of the United States, and that he has employed a mature, 
capable woman to look after the children and|keep house 
for him, said woman working under the direction of plain¬ 
tiff’s mother who is now living in the house w^th plaintiff 
and said children, and, therefore, the viell-being of 
22 said children is properly provided for aifid they will 
be in a suitable environment where they iwill receive 
the best of care that can be provided for them, j 

4-. Answering paragraph 8 of defendant’s Answer and 
cross-bill, plaintiff has no means of knowing the present 
financial condition of defendant as she is supposed to be 
with and under the control of her parents, whb are amply 
able to take care of her, as they have indicated in an affi¬ 
davit filed in this cause, and plaintiff denies tbjat he earns 
the $5,000 as alleged and states that he has already an¬ 
swered in regard to this. 

5. Answering paragraph 2 of the co-defendant’s answer 
plaintiff denies that he ordered defendant to pack her 
clothes or that he forced defendant to leave their home. 
Plaintiff denies that co-defendant acted as he| did out of 
kindness and sympathy to defendant but was tyoved to act 
out of an immoral and adulterous relationship tyith defend¬ 
ant. 

6. This plaintiff denies co-defendant’s allegations in para¬ 
graph 3 of his answer wherein he stated that plaintiff used 
profane language towards defendant and that one of the 
persons with plaintiff reviled defendant and called her an 
indecent person, such allegations are -without! foundation 

2—5904a I 
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and false. Plaintiff further denies that he forced defend¬ 
ant to get her clothes from the upper floor. 

7. Plaintiff denies that defendant was seemingly neg¬ 
lected by plaintiff as alleged in co-defendant’s answer, para¬ 
graph 4, and states that such time as he was absent from 
his home was due to his duties in the service of the Navy 
of the United States. 

Wherefore plaintiff prays: 

23 1. That the prayers of the defendant be denied. 

2. That the pravers of the co-defendant be denied. 

RICHARD RODNEY DENNETT, 

Plaintiff. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Richard Rodney Dennett, being first duly sworn on my 
oath according to la\v depose and say that I am the person 
who subscribed the above and annexed reply and answer, 
that I have read the same and that the statements therein 
made upon my personal knowledge are true and those made 
upon information and belief, I believe to be true. 

RICHARD RODNEY DENNETT. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 3rd dav of May, 
1932. 

[notarial seal.] FRANK E. ELDER, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

F. HUNTER CREECH, 

J. Y. E. ALLEN, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff . 

Request of Plaintiff to Overrule Motion of Defendant for 

Custody of Children and Alimony Pendente Lite , &c. 

Filed May 3,1932. 

# * * # # • • 

Now comes the plaintiff in the above-entitled cause and 
requests this Honorable Court to overrule motion of De¬ 
fendant for custody of the children and alimony pendente 
lite, and moves this Honorable Court to decree that the 
children of plaintiff and defendant shall remain in the cus¬ 
tody of plaintiff, pending the hearing of the above-entitled 
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cause on its merits, and for cause refers tc^ the plead- 

24 ings filed in this cause, and the affidavits o|f Dr. John 
F. O’Brien, Richard T. Mitchell, Elizabeth Dennett, 

Charlotte A. Murphy, J. F. Watts and Charles C. Tatum. 

F. HUNTER CREECH, 

J. Y. E. ALLEN, | 

Attorneys for Plaintiff . 

District of Columbia, To wit: \ 

\ 

I 

John F. O’Brien, being first duly sworn updn his oath 
according to law, deposes and says: 

He is a duly licensed Doctor of Medicine, engaged in 
the practice of his profession in the District of Columbia, 
and with offices at 1345 19th Street, N. W., ajnd that on 
April 26, 1932, he examined the three children !of Richard 
Rodney Dennett, at 3839 Garfield Street, N. W.,| and found 
their condition as follows: 

Margaret Ann, about six years old, was in a sfate of mal¬ 
nutrition with a secondary anaemia, slightly mentally back¬ 
ward for her age, this apparent lack of mentality was due 
to a lack of proper food; she likewise has a chtonic intes¬ 
tinal indigestion; this is not caused from a l&ck of food 
but from a lack of the right kind of food. Sjhe likewise 
showed evidence of old ricketfs, as indicated by the struc- 

7 H 

ture of her bones and her posture—it was especially notice¬ 
able bv her chest. 

v I 

Mary Jane, about four years old, was normal throughout. 
Richard Rodney, Jr., baby, about seven rhonths old, 
showed the advancement mentally and muscularjv of a child 
about four months old; the condition of this ch^ld was due 
to a lack of proper attention, especially personal attention 
and proper exercise. From a history of | the feeding 

25 the child was getting improper food for its age, al¬ 
though its weight was above normal it was of a 

watery weight rather than of a hard solid flesh, as the 
tissue torpor was 25% below par, and a blood $xamination 
also revealed a secondary anaemia; there aife apparent 
signs of beginning rickettfs. An examination oi’ the child’s 
buttox showed what is known as a diaper rashi This said 
rash being likewise due to improper attention.! 

JOHN F. d’BRIEN. 


i 
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Subscribed and swbrn to before me this the 3rd day of 
May, 1932. 

[notarial seal.] W. G. BADEN, 

Notary Public, D. C 1 ., 
Washington, D. C. 

My Commission expires April 24, 1934. 

District of Columbia, $$: 

Richard T. Mitchell, being first duly sworn according to 
law, deposes and says: 

On Sunday, April 10, 1932, I was with a young lady 
friend of mine when she suggested that we go down and 
keep Mrs. Dennett company while Lieutenant Dennett was 
away. She referred to Mrs. Margaret Dennett that lived 
at 3839 Garfield Street, N. W. We arrived at Mrs. Dennett 
around five o’clock in the afternoon, or a little later. Lieu¬ 
tenant Dennett took his suit case and left the house to catch 
a train for Ohio about six o’clock that afternoon. About 
7:30 p. m. Mrs. Dennett told my girl friend that she had 
a date that night for 8:00 o’clock. Mv friend said, 44 Is 
that so, who with?” Mrs. Dennett said, “with Monte,” 
referring to Raymond D. Adrian. Adrian did not show up 
at 8:00 o’clock, so soon thereafter Mrs. Dennett telephoned 
Gordon’s Delicatessen to see if Adrian was there. 
26 She did not get him over the telephone, but about 
10:00 o’clock he came to the house. Mrs. Dennett 
took him back in the kitchen. My girl friend and myself 
were in the living room on the divan listening to the radio. 
In about twenty minutes after Adrian arrived Mrs. Dennett 
and Adrian went on upstairs and into the bath-room to¬ 
gether, and they then went on into the bed-room together 

where thev staved for about ten or fifteen minutes and 
* & 

then came back down. Mrs. Dennett then served sand¬ 
wiches and coffee and we left, leaving Adrian with Mrs. 
Dennett. I was pretty thoroughly disgusted and have not 
been back there since. Mrs. Dennett had pretty gay parties 
when Lieutenant Dennett was awav. 

RICHARD T. MITCHELL. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this the 2nd day of 
May, 1932. 

[notarial seal.] J. JEROME LIGHTFOOT, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


My Comm, expires 9/26/36. 
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District of Columbia. To wit: 

’ j 

Elizabeth Dennett, being first duly sworn, according to 

law, on her oath, deposes and says: 

That she is the mother of Richard Rodnev Dennett, and 
that since his wife left him she has, at his request,' moved to 
his home at 3839 Garfield Street N. W., and is d(nng what 
she can to aid him in seeing that his children are properly 
cared for; that her son has employed Charlotte Aj. Murphy, 
an elderly white woman, to work under her supervision in 
keeping the house and caring for the children, and that said 
children have been placed under the care and direction of 
competent medical advice. That she kneiw nothing 

27 of the difficulties of her son and daughter-in-law 

• i 

until after the daughter-in-law had left the home at 
3839 Garfield Street N. W., that her son had not! discussed 
any of his family affairs with her and that she [had studi¬ 
ously avoided injecting herself into any of hi$ personal 
affairs; that she had always been considerajte of her 
daughter-in-law and showed her every courtesviand kind- 
ness that she would permit, but that there has been but little 
opportunity for her to see much of her daughter-in-law 
until they moved to Washington within the [ past few 
months, with one exception, when affiant and h^r husband 
were spending some time at Atlantic City, N. J., on which 
occasion affiant invited her son and his wife and children to 

i 

spend several days with them as their guests kt Atlantic 
City, which they did. | 

That affiant is grieved that such a terrible condition ex¬ 
ists in her son’s family, but that, under the circumstances, 
she feels that his wife is not fit to have the custjody of the 
children, that she has a lack of proper interest in them 
and has been neglectful of them to their injury and hurt, 
and that if she should have future control of jthem thev 
might suffer injury, physically and morally thajt would be 
hard for them to overcome. 

Your affiant feels that her son has made suitabje arrange¬ 
ments for the care of his children and earnestly j hopes that 
they will be left in his care and custody, and ^he will co¬ 
operate with him to the best of her ability in seeing 

28 that they are properly cared for and maintained. 

ELIZABETH DEfYNETT. 

i 

i 
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Subscribed and sworn to before me this the 3rd day of 
Mav, 1932. 

J. JEROME LIGHTFOOT, 
[notarial seal.] Notary Public, D. C. 

My Comm. Expires 9/26/36. 

District of Columbia, To tv it: 


Charlotte A. Murphy, being first duly sworn according 
to law on her oath, deposes and says: 

That on the 18th day of April, 1932, she was employed 
to do general house work and look after the children ot 
Richard Rodney Dennett, at 3839 Garfield Street, X. W., 
and has been performing such duties ever since. That Mrs. 
Elizabeth Dennett, mother of Richard Rodney Dennett, lives 
in the house with Mr. Dennett and has general supervision 
of the house and the children during the absence of Mr. 
Dennett. That since she has been employed at said premises 
3839 Garfield Street, X. AY., several of the ladies residing 
in neighboring houses have called on her and complained 
of the way in which the house had been conducted prior 
to the time when she became employed there; that men 
were seen to enter the house with bundles apparently 
tucked under their coats which thev took to be intoxicating 
liquors; that there were parties in the house at all hours 
of the night. 

Affiant further states that when she cleaned out the closet 
in the baby’s room she found three empty paregoric bot¬ 
tles and one partly full; that some of the neighbors wanted 
to know if the baby was not diseased or if something wasn’t 
wrong with it, that they never brought it out of 
29 the house, that the babv was left in the room crving 
most of the time. 

Affiant further avers that all of the children showed neg¬ 
lect and appeared as if they had been allowed to run wild; 
that their clothing showed lack of ordinary care and at¬ 
tention, that there were no buttons on anv of their clothes. 

Affiant further avers that during the afternoon of April 
29, 1932, the telephone at 3839 Garfield Street, X. W., rang 
and when she answered it a voice said, “Do you want to 
make $100?” to which she replied, “What is your name?” 
The voice then said, “Oh, now, let’s get together. You 
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would not want to keep a mother away from her children.” 
She replied, ‘‘Who is the mother? Who are y<j)u talking 
about?” The voice replied, “Oh, that is alright, don’t 
bother about it.” Whereupon the party hung up.j 

Affiant further avers that when she was cleaning the 
house that she found a number of empty bottled that had 
apparentlv contained intoxicating liquors. j 

CHARLOTTE MTjTRPHY. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 3rd dgy of May, 
1932. i 

J. JEROME LIGHTF0OT, 
[notarial seal.] Notary Public, D. C. 

My Comm. Exp. 9/26/36. | 


Affidavit for Plaintiff. | 

District of Columbia, To wit: 

The undersigned, being first duly sworn up<j>n oath ac¬ 
cording to law, deposes and says: 

That sometime prior to March 18th, 1032, this af- 
30 fiant was employed by Richarl Rodney Dennett to ob¬ 
serve the conduct of his home at 3839 Garfield Street, 
N. W., Washington, D. C., the said Richard Rodney Den¬ 
nett giving this affiant a description of his sai(ji home and 
the regular occupants thereof, and that on numerous oc¬ 
casions thereafter up to and including the nigjht of April 
17th, 1932, this affiant along with another persoij designated 
bv him did observe said home of said Dennett and the con- 

V 

duct of his wife, Margaret Buckley Dennett, and other 
occupants of said home. 

That on the night of March 22nd, 1932, after this affiant 
had identified and recognized the said Margairet Buckley 
Dennett and her maid, Lucille Bohrer, he, along with another 
observer, went to said home No. 3839 Garfield St., N. W., 
and took a position from which the said home could be fully 
observed about 7:40 P. M. on said date. Thereafter, about 
8:35 P. M. the said Margaret Buckley Dennett left said home 
and was followed by a person designated by thi£ affiant, this 
affiant remaining to observe said home. That sajid home was 
kept under constant observation by this affiaiit until 2:00 
A. M. of said night when the maid of the said Margaret 

i 

i 

I 
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Buckley Dennett, to wit: Lucille Bohrer, left said home ac¬ 
companied by a man. The said Margaret Buckley Dennett 
had not returned at that said hour and had not returned to 
her home at 2:30 A. M. when this affiant left said home No. 
3839 Garfield St., X. W. That this affiant, from his observa¬ 
tion on said night, verilv believes that said home of said 
Richard Rodney Dennett was left without any adult person 
in it from 2:00 A. M. until 2:30 A. M. on said night, and how 
much longer the said children of the said Richard Rodney 
Dennett were left alone in said home after 2:30 A. M. this 
affiant lias no knowledge. 

That on many and various occasions between March 
31 18th and April 17th, 1932', while this affiant was ob¬ 
serving the conduct of the said home of Richard Rod¬ 
ney Dennett, No. 3839 Garfield St., X. W., he took notice of 
manv actions of the said Margaret Bucklev Dennett, her 
maid, the said Lucille Bohrer, and the people apparently 
invited to said home bv them, and from the said observa- 
tions of this affiant on said occasions he verilv believes that 
the said Margaret Buckley Dennett was operating said home, 
all in the absence of her said husband, Richard Rodnev Den- 
nett, as a house of ill repute and for immoral purposes. 

That on the night of April 4th, 1932, while the said home 
was under the constant observation of this affiant and an¬ 
other person designated by him, and while in the absence of 
said Richard Rodney Dennett from said home, the said Mar¬ 
garet Buckley Dennett came to said home 3839 Garfield St., 
X. W., at 9:30 P. M. on said night in a Diamond Taxi Cab 
accompanied by a man. That the said man remained in said 
home, which was apparently occupied by only himself and 
the said Margaret Buckley Dennett and the children of the 
said Richard Rodney Dennett, until 4:00 A. M. on said night, 
at which hour this affiant quit his observation of said home. 
That from 9:30 P. M. on said night until 3:17 A. M. the lights 
in said home were turned off and on both up and down stairs 
in said home many times. Sometimes during those hours 
the said home would be in complete darkness for from 10 
minutes to 1 hour at a time. 

That on the night of April 17th, 1932, this affiant along 
with another observer designated by him, and the said Rich¬ 
ard Rodney Dennett, went to said home Xo. 3839 Garfield 
St., X. W., and took a position from which the said home 
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could be fully observed. About 8:40 P. M. on said 

32 night the said Margaret Buckley Dennett jvitli a man, 
the same that is now known to this affiant a$ Ravmond 

r # * 

D. Adrian, left said home and walked towards [Wisconsin 
Ave. and Garfield St., N. W., where thev entered!a taxi cab. 
They were accompanied also by another womamj At 11:40 
P. M. the said Margaret Buckley Dennett and th<j said Ray¬ 
mond D. Adrian returned to said home, Xo. 3839 Garfield 
St., X. W., unaccompanied by any other person.! They en¬ 
tered said home and immediately the lights in the upstairs 
of said home were switched on for a while and then off. At 
12:20 a. m. on same said night, after the saidj home had 

been under constant observation bv this affiant and another 

* 

person designated by him and the said Richard Rodney 
Dennett, this affiant and the said Richard Rodnejy Dennett, 
and the other said observer designated by this [affiant, en¬ 
tered said home, Xo. 3839 Garfield St. X. W. Itjwas there¬ 
upon learned by this affiant that the children of the said 
Richard Rodnev Dennett had been left alone in said home 
by the said Margaret Buckley Dennett from £}:40 P. M. 
until the return of the said Margaret Buckley Dennett and 
the said Raymond Adrian at 11:40 P. M. Upon entering 
said home at 12:20 A. M. on said night this affiant dis- 
covered that the said Margaret Buckley Dennett had 
changed from the clothing she wore upon entering said 
home at 11:40 P. M., and was attired in wide ppnts beach 
pajamas, and was reclining on a sofa in said fyome alone 
with the said Raymond D. Adrian. Upon discovering the 
entry of this affiant and those accompanying hijn the said 
Margaret Buckley Dennett attempted to offer excuses and 
apologies for her presence alone with the said Raymond D. 
Adrian, but when her attention was called by jthis affiant 
to similar occasions at said home at far later | hours the 
said Margaret Buckley Dennett thereupop admitted 

33 to this affiant that she was guilty of adultery with 
the said Raymond D. Adrian, and in the course of 

the conversation that followed when her attention was 
called to the children who had been left alone ini said home 
on various other occasions, she, the said Margaret Buck- 
ley Dennett, admitted that her said husband, Richard Rod¬ 
ney Dennett, should have the custody of their sajd children, 
and made no attempt or entreaty to be allowed tjo take any 
of said children with her, but left said home wiljh her bag- 
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gage at 3:00 a. m. on said night of April 17th, 1932, with 
the said Raymond D. Adrian after her husband, the said 
Richard Rodney Dennett, had given her the sum of $12.50, 
he stating to her that he would see that she did not suffer 
financiallv until legal separation could be obtained. 

J. F. WATTS, 

Affiant . 

Sworn and subscribed to before me this the 3rd day of 
May, 1932. 

[notarial seal.] FRANK E. ELDER, 

Notary Public. 

My commission expires the — day of Apr., 1936. 

Affidavit for Plaintiff . 

District of Columbia, To tv it: 

The undersigned, being first duly sworn upon oath ac¬ 
cording to law, deposes and says: 

That on March 18th, 1932, after this affiant had been 
given a description of Mrs. Margaret Buckley Dennett, and 
her maid, Lucille Bohrer, by Richard Rodney Dennett, he 
proceeded to No. 3839 Garfield St., X. W., Washington, 
D. C., the residence of Richard Rodnev Dennett. 
34 At 3:15 P. M. on said date, while this affiant was 
waiting near the said residence Xo. 3839 Garfield 
St., X. W., two women came from said residence, who an¬ 
swered every description given this affiant of said Margaret 
Buckley Dennett and her maid, Lucille Bohrer, respec¬ 
tively, and proceeded to enter a street car at Garfield St. 
and Wisconsin Ave., X. W. This affiant followed said 
street car in his automobile to 11th and F Sts., X. W., 
where the two same said women left said street car. This 
affiant thereupon followed them to several places about the 
vicinitv of 7th & F Sts. X. W., where he was able to obtain 
a close view of the features of both said women, and to 
clearly identify each of them from the description given 
him as Mrs. Margaret Buckley Dennett—the same he saw 
in said residence Xo. 3839 Garfield St., X. W., on the night 
of April 4th, 1932, while accompanying the said Richard 
Rodney Dennett and J. Franklin Watts—and her said maid, 
Lucille Bohrer. Later, in said afternoon of March 18th, 
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1932, the same two said women proceeded to enter a street 
car and return to Garfield St. & Wisconsin Avej., N. W., 
under the observation of this affiant. As the two said women 
proceeded down Garfield St. from Wisconsin Av<p., X. W., 
toward No. 3839 Garfield St., Metropolitan Poliice car— 
license No. A-400—drew to them and stopped; thereupon 
the two same said women and the two police ib uniform 
who occupied said M. P. car engaged in a conversation for 
about five minutes. The police car afterwards proceeding 
on and the two said women entered said residence! No. 3839 
Garfield St., N. W. 

At 7:00 P. M. of same date, to wit: March 18tli,J1932, this 
affiant took a position near said residence No. 3839 Garfield 
St., X. W., where said residence could be observed!. At 7:30 
P. M., the woman identified by the description given 
35 this affiant as Lucille Bolirer, the maid of Isaid Mar¬ 
garet Buckley Dennett, was let out of a Ftord road¬ 
ster and subsequently entered said residence No. 13839 Gar¬ 
field St. At 9:15 P. M. while this affiant was continuing to 
observe said residence, an unknown woman ancl man got 
out of car—D. C. license No. P-7096—and entered said 
residence No. 3839 Garfield St., N. W. at 9^25 P. M. 
the same man and woman left said residency in said 
car. At 10:17 P. M., two men and a woman,] unknown 
to this affiant, entered said residence after getting out 
of car bearing Virginia license No. 72,423. i At 12:15 
A. M.—same night—one man came out of said! residence 
and drove awav in a Buick car bearing D. (t. License 
No. F-9696, which had been parked in front ofj said resi¬ 
dence since 10:00 P. M. At 12:45 A. M.—same pight—two 
men and a woman, unknown to this affiant,! left said 
residence and drove awav in car bearing Virginia license 
No. 72423. ! 

On the night of March 19th, 1932, this affiant tj)ok a posi¬ 
tion near said residence No. 3839 Garfield St.,IN. W., at 
7:30 P. M., where said residence could be observed and 
made the following observations : 

7:50 P. M. Buick coupe—D. C. license No. P-9696—ar¬ 
rived. Small woman got out of said car, going half way up 
the steps of said residence No. 3839 Garfield ^>t., N. W., 
where she turned and said, “You will regret thojse words,” 
to someone in said car. She thereupon went into said resi¬ 
dence. The woman identified by this affiant as Mrs. Mar- 


i 
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garet Buckley Dennett, followed her into said residence ac¬ 
companied by a man. Man in Buick coupe waited and blew 
horn occasionally until 8:05 P. M. when he drove away. 
At 9:00 P. M. Mrs. Margaret Buckley Dennett, left 

36 residence and took street car to Georgetown, this 
affiant following her, but unable to keep on her trail. 

At 9:30 P. M. this affiant returned to Xo. 3S39 Garfield St., 
X. W., and found that car bearing D. C. license Xo. P-7096 
had been parked in front of said residence. At 9:55 P. M. 
two men and two women left said residence in same car— 
D. (A license P-7096. At 10:45 P. M. same car re¬ 
turned—D. C. license Xo. P-7096—bringing four men and 
four women who entered said residence Xo. 3839 Garfield 
St., X. W. At 11:00 P. M. all lights in said residence are 
switched off and remained off until 11:15 P. M. when lights 
down stairs were switched on again. From this said hour 
until 12:39 A. M., a period of about 1 hour and 15 minutes, 
the lights in said residence were switched on and off many 
times both up and down stairs. At 12:30 A. M., two women 
and one man left said residence in car bearing D. C. License 
Xo. P-7096, and at 1:15 A. M., the said car returned with 
same occupants who re-entered said residence. At 2:15 
A. M. three men and three women left said residence, driv¬ 
ing away in said car bearing D. C. License Xo. P-7096. 
At 2:30 A. M. all lights in said residence were off, at which 
time this affiant quit his observation of said residence. 

On the night of March 22nd, 1932, this affiant again took 
a position near said residence Xo. 3839 Garfield St., X. W., 
at 7:40 P. M., accompanied by J. Franklin Watts, where 
said residence could be observed and made the following 
observations: 

At 8:35 P. M. the woman who this affiant had identified as 
Mrs. Margaret Buckley Dennett left said residence, taking 
a street car to Georgetown, which was followed by this 
affiant, where the said Mrs. Margaret Buckley Den- 

37 nett left said street car and entered residence Xo. 
3255 P St., X. W. The affiant thereupon returned 

to said residence Xo. 3839 Garfield St., N. W., joining the 
said J. Franklin Watts and kept said residence under ob¬ 
servation until 2:00 A. M., when the woman identified by 
this affiant as the maid of Mrs. Margaret Buckley Dennett, 
to wit: Lucille Bohrer, left said residence accompanied by 
a man. This affiant continued to observe said residence 
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until 2:30 A. M., and at that hour the said Mrs.! Margaret 
Buckley Dennett had not returned. | 

On the night of March 26th, 1932, this affiant |gain took 
a position near said residence No. 3839 Garfield iSt., N. W. 
at 7:00 P. M., accompanied by J. Franklin Waftts, where 
said residence could be observed and made the! following 
observations: j 

At 8:00 P. M. a man drove up to said residencb No. 3839 
Garfield St., N. W., in car bearing D. C. license No. P-7096, 
and entered. At 10:00 P. M. Mrs. Margaret Buckley Den¬ 
nett and a man came out of said residence and kt Garfield 
St. & Wisconsin Ave., N. W. they took a taxi be^ing D. C. 
License No. H-740. At 12:05 A. M., the saidj Margaret 
Buckley Dennett accompanied by the same map returned 
to said residence in taxi bearing D. C. license H-^929. Both 
entered said residence. From this hour until £:35 P. M. 
the said residence was under the constant observation of 
this affiant, during which time the lights in said residence 
went on and off numerous times both up and diwn stairs. 
At 3:15 A. M. milk was delivered to said residence. At 

i 

4:35 A. M. the said Mrs. Margaret Buckley Ij)ennett ac¬ 
companied by the man who had entered said residence at 
12:05 A. M., came to the front door of said residence—No. 
3839 Garfield St., N. W., and out on said front pcjrch of said 
residence, where said Margaret Buckley Dennett and said 
man could be seen standing very close to leach other. 
38 The man subsequently left, walking to l Wisconsin 
Ave. & Garfield St., N. W., where he took a taxi and 
was followed by this affiant to the eighteen hundred block of 
Wisconsin Ave., N. W., where he, the said mad, left said 
taxi. | 

Again, on the night of April 11th, 1932, this affiant took a 
position near the said residence No. 3839 Garfield St. N. W., 
at 8:30 P. M., accompanied by J. Franklin W^tts, where 
said residence could be observed and made thp following 
observations: 

At 9:30 P. M., the said Mrs. Margaret Bucklby Dennett, 
came to said residence No. 3839 Garfield St., N.j W., in taxi 

cab bearing D. C. license No.-, a Diamond Cab. She 

was accompanied by a man who entered said residence with 
her. At 9:31 the lights in the upstairs of said residence 
were switched on, and at 9:45 P. M., the said (lights were 
dimmed, then went off. At 12:45 A. M. all fights down- 
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stairs in said residence were switched off, then lights up¬ 
stairs were switched on and later switched off, leaving all 
of said residence in darkness. At 1:30 A. M. lights down¬ 
stairs in said residence were switched on and off. At 1:40 
lights upstairs in said residence were switched on, and again 
at 2:00 A. M. they were switched off. Again at 2:30 A. M. 
lights upstairs in said residence were switched on and off. 
At 3:05 A. M. lights upstairs in said residence were again 
switched on, and at 3:17 A. M. they were again switched off 
and remained off until 4:00 A. M. when this affiant quit ob¬ 
servation of said residence. At this hour the man who had 
entered said residence at 9:30 P. M. front said Diamond 
Cab with said Mrs. Margaret Buckley Dennett was still in 
said residence. 

Again on the night of April 17th, 1932, the affiant went 
to said residence Xo. 3839 Garfield St., X. W., with J. 
39 Franklin Watts and Mr. Richard Rodnev Dennett, 
and took a position where said residence could be 
well observed. At 8:40 P. M., the said Mrs. Margaret 
Buckley Dennett, accompanied by a man, who is now known 
to this affiant as Raymond D. Adrian, and another woman, 
left said residence, walking to Wisconsin Avenue and Gar¬ 
field St. X. W., where thev took a taxi cab. At 11:40 P. M. 
the said Margaret Buckley Dennett returned to said resi¬ 
dence with the said Ravmond D. Adrian. The other woman 
did not return with them. At 12:20 A. M. this affiant en¬ 
tered said residence with Richard Rodnev Dennett and J. 
Franklin Watts, where the said Margaret Buckley Dennett, 
the same that was seen by this affiant on March 18th, 1932, 
was found on a sofa with said Adrian. The said Margaret 
Buckley Dennett had changed from the dress she wore 
when she entered said residence with said Adrian at 11:40 
P. M., and was wearing wide pants beach pajamas. She 
first attempted to explain and justify her situation, but 
when engaged in conversation with Mr. J. Franklin Watts 
she admitted herself guilty of adultery with said Adrian, 
and agreed that it was best for her husband, the said 
Richard Rodney Dennett, to have the custody of the chil¬ 
dren. She further stated that she did not intend to contest 
the case. After packing her bags she left with said Adrian, 
and never at any time suggested or insisted that she be 
allowed to take with her any of her said children. The 
said Richard Rodney Dennett gave the said Margaret Buck- 
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ley Dennett $12.50 and told her that he would loo^: after her 
to the extent of not seeing her suffer until afteii a divorce 
might be granted by the Court. 

And this affiant further states that on similaij occasions 
not mentioned in this affidavit, this affiant observed the 
conduct of the said Margaret Buckley Dennett a^d the con¬ 
duct of the said home at No. 3839 Garfield St., W., and 
that from said observations made by this affiant, he is 
40 advised, informed and verily believes th^t the said 
children of the said Richard Rodney Dennett and 
Margaret Buckley Dennett were often neglected Tpy the said 
Margaret Buckley Dennett and left alone in said residence 
bv her on numerous occasions, and that from said obser- 

vat ions made bv this affiant he verily believes that the said 

* * 

Margaret Buckley Dennett is not a proper person with 
whom to entrust the care of children of anv age. 

CHARLES C. TATTJM, 

A. jJiCLYbt. 


Sworn and subscribed to before me this the ^rd dav of 
May, 1932. 

[notarial seal.] THOMAS C. WILLIS, 

Notary Public. 

My commission expires the 19 day of November, 1936. 

i 

Order for Alimony Pendente Lite, dc.\ 

Filed Mav 10, 1932. 

i 

# # * # # # * 


Upon consideration of the defendant’s (Margaijet R. Den¬ 
nett) motion for custody of children and alimomf pendente 
lite, and counsel fees, and an oral hearing on tl^e same, it 
is by the Court, this 10th day of May, 1932, j 
Ordered that the plaintiff, Richard R. Dennett, jpay to the 
defendant, Margaret R. Dennett, $75 per month hs alimony 
pendente lite, the same payable $37.50 on May l,j 1932, and 
a like amount on the 15th and 1st of each month thereafter, 
until further order of this Court, and further jto pay to 
Alvin L. Newmyer and Joseph A. Kaufman, attorneys for 
defendant Margaret R. Dennett, sum of $200.(k) counsel 
fees, on account balance of fee to be determined by trial 
Court. And it is further 

i 

i 

i 

i 


i 
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Ordered that the defendant’s motion for custody 

41 of the children pendente lite is hereby denied, with¬ 
out prejudice but the defendant, Margaret R. Den¬ 
nett, may see the children at reasonable hours, and may 
have them in her sole custody and company, from 3 to 5 
p. m. in the afternoon of each dav if she so desires. 

JESSE C. ADKINS, 

Justice. 

Findings of Fact and Dismissal of Cross Bill, and 
Interlocutory Decree for Divorce, &c. 

Filed June 23, 1932. 

*#*-•### # 

This case came on to be heard at this term of Court upon 
the plaintiff’s Bill, and an Answer and Cross Bill filed by 
the Defendant and an’ Answer filed by the Co-defendant, 
and Plaintiff’s Reply to the Answer and Cross Bill of the 
Defendant and to the Answer of the Co-Defendant, and 
after testimony taken in open Court, and in consideration 
of same, the Court finds the following facts to be estab¬ 
lished : 

That the Plaintiff and Defendant were married in San 
Diego, California, on February 2, 1925, and that three chil¬ 
dren were born of said marriage, to wit, Margaret Ann— 
born June 2G, 1926, Mary Jane—born June 30, 1928, and 
Richard Rodney—born September 15, 1931; that after said 
marriage the Plaintiff and Defendant lived together at vari¬ 
ous places, including #3839 Garfield Street, Northwest, 
Washington, D. C., until April 18, 1932; that the Plaintiff 
is, and has been for more than ten years, a legal resident of 
the District of Columbia; that the defendant, Margaret 
Buckley Dennett, and the Co-Defendant, Raymond I). 

42 Adrian, committed with each other acts of adultery 
as alleged in the Bill of Complaint; that the aver¬ 
ments of the Cross Bill filed by the Defendant herein are 
not sustained; that the Plaintiff herein is a fit and proper 
person to have the custody of the said three children and 
he is able to provide for and support them. 

Wherefore, it is by this Court this 23d day of June, A. D. 
1932, ordered, adjudged, and decreed that a cause for a 
divorce from the bonds of matrimony heretofore existing 
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between the Plaintiff, Richard Rodney Dennett, and the De¬ 
fendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett, has been Established 
in accordance with the provisions of title 14, chapter 3, sec¬ 
tion 63 of the Code of laws for the District off Columbia, 
and allegations of the Plaintiff’s Bill herein, becajuse of said 
acts of adultery of said Margaret Buckley Dejnnett with. 

said Ravmond D. Adrian. 

* 

It is further ordered, adjudged, and decreed] that, sub¬ 
ject to and until further order of the Court, the! said three 
children, to wit, Margaret Ann, Mary Jane, aijid Richard 
Rodney, be and are hereby awarded to the care and custody 
of the Plaintiff, Richard Rodney Dennett, subpect to the 
right of visitation of the Defendant and her parents, at 
reasonable hours during the day time with due considera¬ 
tion for the care and welfare of said childrep and when 
the Defendant and/or her parents are within the District 
of Columbia, and with the right to the Defendant to have 
said children in her care within the District of Columbia at 
reasonable hours during the day time, Plaintiff to have rea¬ 
sonable notice of any such intended visit. Th£.t the resi¬ 
dence of said children not be changed from the! District of 
Columbia, without the order of Court, upon due notice to 
defendant’s attorney of record, except for temporary and 
usual vacation periods. 

43 It is further ordered that no divorcfe from the 
bonds of matrimony is granted by this j)ecree, and 
that the entrv of the final Decree for Divorcfe a vinculo 

^ # j 

matrimonii shall be, and is, postponed until the expiration 
of ninety days from and after the date hereof, i 

It is further ordered that the Defendant’s! Cross Bill 
herein be dismissed, and that the prayers of the Defend¬ 
ant and of the Co-Defendant be and the same! are herebv 
_ * 

denied, and that the Co-Defendant be taxed with the costs 
herein. 

It is further ordered that the Plaintiff pay to the Defend¬ 
ant’s attorney of record the further sum of 15(|) Dollars as 
counsel fees. 

JOSEPH W. COX, 

| Justice. 

| 

i 

i 
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Memorandum of Court. 
Filed June 27, 1932. 


The defendant is the mother of three small children, the 
oldest of which is six years and the youngest less than one 
year old. This fact has led to careful consideration of the 
evidence; for the charges against her obviously should not 
be sustained unless clearly convincingly proved. 

The plaintiff is a U. S. naval officer in the flying service. 
Prior to February, 1932, he was stationed with his family 
at Lakehurst, Xew Jersey. In September, 1931, a glider 
he was piloting crashed at Akron, Ohio, injuring him so 
seriously that he was in the hospital until February 23, 
1932. While in the hospital he was ordered to duty in 
Washington, and arranged for his family to remove to 
Washington on February 1, 1932. 

The defendant brought with her to Washington 
44 her three children and a nurse, a young woman, who 
had been in her employ since July, 1931. From the 
day of their arrival it was the practice of the defendant 
and this nurse to go out together frequently, both day and 
night, leaving the three children alone in the house entirely 
unattended. Within a dav or two of their arrival, a voung 
man friend of the nurse introduced to them a police officer, 
then living apart from his wife. He obtained from them 
their telephone number, and the next day telephoned the 
nurse to make an engagement to call for himself and a man 
who occupied an apartment with him. About 11:30 P. M. 
the defendant and the nurse, leaving the children alone, 
went for a drive with these men, the defendant riding with 
the policeman. They drove to the men’s apartment, and 
remained there till long after midnight. As to what oc¬ 
curred in the apartment the evidence is conflicting, but 
viewing it in the light most favorable to the defendant, her 
conduct, and later association with the policeman, disclosed 
a disposition and state of mind utterly reckless of her obli¬ 
gations as a wife and mother. Thereafter, on several occa¬ 
sions, the defendant, unaccompanied, visited the apartment 
of this policeman, and he frequently called at her home, 
driving his car behind the house, and turning his headlights 
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upon the windows as a signal of his arrival. Hfe entered 
her house frequently, and she served him with fojod in her 
kitchen. 

From February 1st to 23rd, the date of his discharge 
from the hospital, the plaintiff was able to mak^ visits to 
his home, usually returning to the hospital at ni^ht. Dur¬ 
ing this period, and prior to March 6th, friends of the 
nurse were constant visitors at his house. The[ wife ap¬ 
proved these visitors, appeared to be on terms of intimate 
association with them, and participated with theirj in drink¬ 
ing parties, against the policy of the husband to ban 
45 the keeping or serving of liquor in his home! He pro¬ 
tested without results against the continuance of 
such visits and such intimacy. His wife avoided making 
social calls with him. While recuperating from liis illness, 
he usually retired early when at home, and his wife fre¬ 
quently went out in the evenings saying she wai going to 
the picture show or window-shopping. The conduct of 
his wife, and the general situation about the house, puzzled 
him and aroused his suspicions, so that on March 6th he 
had detectives place the house under surveillance with a 
view to finding out just what was going on. The reports 
of the detectives confirmed his suspicions; and hejkept them 
employed in making observations from time to jtime until 
April 18th, when the defendant left his house under the cir¬ 
cumstances hereinafter mentioned. 

The co-defendant, Adrian, was introduced to the defend¬ 
ant on the street by the nurse early in March. Hie soon be¬ 
gan to make frequent calls. From March 18tlji to April 
18th, the house was watched on a number of nights when 
the plaintiff and the nurse were both away. Djuring this 
period the co-defendant frequently visited the [defendant 
there at night. On occasions they went out in t^ie evening 
in a taxicab, returned toward midnight, and together en¬ 
tered the house, where he remained till late hour^. On one 
occasion they left the house about 10:00 o’clock|, returned 
about 12:00, entered the house together, and the co-defend¬ 
ant remained there till 4:35 in the morning. Again, he was 
seen to enter the house at 9:30 in the evening, apd had not 
left at 4:00 o’clock in the morning. j 

The reports of this conduct of his wife caused the plain¬ 
tiff to decide to watch with the detectives at a jtime when 
she was alone with the children and believed hirji to be ab- 

i 

i 
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sent from the city. He led her to believe he was leaving the 
city for Philadelphia under orders of the Xavy Do- 

46 partment; and he actually went to Philadelphia and 
telegraphed her from that point. Before leaving he 

had arranged for the nurse to be away over the week end 
to help his sister, who lived at the Cairo. He returned in 
time to watch with the detectives on the nights of Saturday 
and Sunday, April 16th and 17th. On the evening of the 
16th the defendant and co-defendant left the house together 
about 8:40, took a cab and returned to and entered the 
house together about 10:00, and he left the house about 
2:15. On the evening of the 17th the nurse came back to the 
house, left the house with the defendant and co-defendant, 
and went with them to a picture show. The nurse was 
dropped at the Cairo as they returned. The defendant 
and co-defendant went back to the house and entered to¬ 
gether about 11:40. The plaintiff and the two detectives en¬ 
tered the home at 12:30, and found the defendant, who had 
changed from street dress to her beach pajamas, with the 
codefendant on the sofa, with lights out, except for the pilot 
light on the radio set. 

After talking matters over she left the house with the 
co-defendant, went with him to the Cairo to tell the nurse 
what had happened, and later in the morning went to the 
home of the co-defendant, who obtained permission from 
his mother for the defendant to stop there, representing, 
however, that the defendant was unmarried and had lost 
her position, and concealing from the mother that the de¬ 
fendant was a married woman in whose house he had been 
found the night before by her husband. (The mother re¬ 
quired the defendant to leave as soon as she learned the 
circumstances.) The defendant made no argument to be 
allowed to remain with her children, and apparently left 
the house voluntarily. While there is some conflict in the 
testimony as to what was said after the husband and de¬ 
tectives entered, the circumstances corroborate and 

47 support their testimony that the defendant admitted 
her infidelity, assented to the suggestion that she 

was the one who should leave the house, and requested the 
plaintiff not to inform her parents of what had occurred. 

To explain her conduct, the answer and cross bill of the 
defendant alleges that since February 1, 1932, the plain¬ 
tiff has not been a dutiful and affectionate husband or 
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father; that she is a stranger in this city; that lifer friend¬ 
ship with the co-defendant was caused by plaintiff’s inten¬ 
tional disregard of her and because she appreciated “re¬ 
spectable adult companionship”, which the plaihtiff with 
malicious and wilful intent refused to give her, j due to a 
direct plan between plaintiff and his mother to pl^ce her in 
the way of any temptations that might result fr^m plain¬ 
tiff’s neglect of her. And the co-defendant in his answer 
says that “his acquaintance with her was based on an at¬ 
tempt to amuse the defendant, who was seemingly!neglected 
bv her husband”, who was believed by the co-defendant to 
be “absent from home practically all the time”. 

It is clear, however, that her intimacy with Mr nurse’s 
associates beginning at Lakehurst, -while her husband was 
disabled in the hospital, continued in Washington! after her 
arrival here while he was still in the hospital. Her associa¬ 
tion with the policeman began immediately after her arrival 
on February 1. There was no evidence whatever to sus¬ 
tain a single allegation of her cross bill. On the contrary, 
the plaintiff is shown to be a man of exemplary j character 
and habits, who provided for his family to the best of his 
ability. 

It is true, as shown by his own testimony, that he de¬ 
ceived his wife on the occasion when he watched with the 
detectives on the nights of April 16th and 17th, for he 
showed her a paper, prepared by him, purporting to be 
orders from the Navy Department to go to Phila- 
48 delphia, and actually went to Philadelphia and tele¬ 
graphed her from that point to confirm her belief 
that he was away on official business. And to ljnake sure 
that she should be alone, he arranged for the nurM to go to 
help his sister over the week end. But this w4s no con¬ 
nivance in her wrong doing; it was merely a measure taken 
by him to secure further proof of what he believed to exist. 
As observed by the Court of Appeals in Batemafi v. Bate¬ 
man, 42 Apps. D. C. 231: j 

I 

i 

“True, plaintiff, * * * upon well-grouhded sus¬ 

picions, set a trap for defendant. But he did no affirmative 
act which induced her to step into it. She was In no way 
induced by anything plaintiff did to meet the corespondent 
by appointment on the street, to accompany hfm to the 
theater, to admit him to her apartment, and to pjermit him 

i 

I 

I 

i 

i 

•j 
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to remain there until after the midnight hour. Nothing 
that plaintiff did could have led to anything even reflecting 
upon the chastity of defendant had she not contributed to 
produce the compromising situations with the corespond¬ 
ent. * * * She was free, without the existence of a 

single circumstance, to conduct herself as a pure woman 
and a dutiful wife, regardless of what her husband had 
told the corespondent or the deception practiced by plain¬ 
tiff as to his whereabouts. * * * Under circumstances 

of this sort it is well settled that there is no such connivance 
as to justify the refusal of a divorce. ’ ’ 

In Robbins v. Robbins, 140 Mass. 528, it is said: 

“ A chaste husband ought, if he desires it, to have a wife 
who will remain chaste when exposed to the temptations 
which are incident to the ordinarv conditions of modern 
social life; and, if she commits adultery against his wishes, 
and without his procurement, he ought to be permitted to 
obtain evidence of it.' f (p. 531.) 

The defendant has presented no excuse for her admitted 
conduct, which, as observed by the Court of Appeals in a 
similar case; 

“* * * was in bold violation of the conventions which 
guard the good name and chastity of wives and are re¬ 
spected by all pure women. A married woman of sound 
mind knows to a certainty the consequence of making an 
intimate of a man not related to her by blood or marriage. 
* * Human experience has demonstrated to a con¬ 

clusion that conduct, visits, liberties, familiarities, and inti¬ 
macies of that kind mean but one thing, and that, if not 
promptly repulsed, the citadel of marital virtue inevitably 
yields to the repeated assaults of encouraged temptation.” 
Allen v. Allen, 52 Apps. D. C. 228, 231. 

49 The plaintiff seems clearly entitled to a divorce. 

On the hearing of the case the mother of the plain¬ 
tiff and both the father and mother of the defendant were 
witnesses supporting the respective contentions of the par¬ 
ties for the custody of the children. The plaintiff’s mother 
proposed to live with her son so as to insure a good home 
for the children, and the defendant’s parents proposed to 
take her and the children into their home. 
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At the end of the hearing and before decision,;the Court 
asked the co-operation of the parents and grandparents 
to the end that the injury to the children from j the wreck 
of their home be minimized, that the helpful interest and 
support of each parent or grandparent be preserved, that 
neither side be deprived of association with the children 
or of the pleasure and benefit that might well result from 
such association and from efforts to promote thejir welfare, 
and that nothing be done to injure or further! prejudice 
either parent in their eyes. 

The Court has since had several conferences with coun¬ 
sel for both sides, and has also conferred with tjie parents 
of the defendant at their request, in the presence of coun¬ 
sel. These conferences have led to the conclusion that no 
such co-operation can now be brought about as wpuld justify 
changing the custody of the children from its present status 
with the father, with the privilege of reasonably visitation 
bv the mother and her parents. 

JOSEPH w. qox, 

j Justice. 

June 23, 1932. j 

50 Petition to Vacate Interlocutory Decree. 

Filed September 22,1932. ! 

• • * • • • j • 

The defendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett, Respectfully 
shows to the Court as follows: 

1. On April 20, 1932, the plaintiff, Richard Rodney Den¬ 
nett, filed his Bill for Absolute Divorce against the defend¬ 
ant, Margaret Buckley Dennett. To this bill thy defendant 
filed an answer and a cross-bill; and an answer >vas filed to 
the corss-bill. 

The jurisdictional allegations of the bill for divorce 
recite that both the plaintiff and the defendant are resi¬ 
dents of the District of Columbia. The defendant, in her 
answer and cross-bill, admitted these jurisdictional allega¬ 
tions. All of the pleadings filed by both parties are duly 
verified. 

2. In support of the jurisdictional allegation^ of his bill 
the plaintiff testified that he was appointed td the Naval 
Academy from North Dakota but that he was jresiding in 
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Washington at the time of his appointment; that he at all 
times has maintained the District of Columbia as his official 
home, reporting to the Navy Department each six months, 
although he has been assigned to duty in the Naval service 
at various places since his graduation from the Naval 
Academy; that he came to Washington under orders as a 
hospital patient on December 12, 1931, and that his family 
moved into the District on the first dav of Februarv, 1932; 
that the regulations of the Navy Department require him 
to report his official residence every six months; and that 
he has never established a residence in any place other 
than the District of Columbia. 

The defendant, in her testimony, did not make any state¬ 
ments in support of the jurisdictional allegations of the 
pleadings. 

51 3. The defendant, at the time of filing her answer 

and cross-bill, and at the time of testifying, was not 
advised of, and she did not know, the law’ concerning the 
jurisdictional limitations of this Court in matters affecting 
the marital status. The defendant did know*, how’ever, that 
both the plaintiff and the defendant w’ere duly registered 
as voters of the State of New Jersev and that both of them 
did vote at the general election in Lakew’ood, Ocean County, 
New’ Jersey, on November 4, 1930; that both of them did 
vote at the primary election in Lakew’ood, New’ Jersey, on 
May 19, 1931; and that the defendant voted at the primary 
election in Lakew’ood, New’ Jersey, on May 17, 1932. Since 
entry of the interlocutory decree herein the defendant has 
changed counsel and she is now’ advised, believes, and so 
believing avers that the citizenship of both the plaintiff and 
the defendant was in the State of New Jersev at the time 
of the filing of the original pleadings in this cause and at 
all times since; that the Courts of the State of New’ Jersev 
alone had power to determine questions affecting the mari¬ 
tal status; and that the Courts of the District of Columbia 
had no jurisdiction over the marital status of the plaintiff 
and the defendant. 

4. Under the law’s of the State of New Jersey at the time 
the plaintiff and the defendant qualified and w’ere regis¬ 
tered as voters in the State of New’ Jersey and at the time 
each of them exercised the right of franchise in said State, 
it was necessary to show that they were citizens of the 
State of New’ Jersey. Both the plaintiff and the defendant 
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were qualified under the law to register and fote in the 
State of New Jersey at the times above stated. 

5. Attached hereto, marked Exhibits “A” an^i “B”, are 
certificates from the custodian of records in tljie State of 
New Jersey certifying that the plaintiff and the 
52 defendant were duly registered as voteijs and that 
they voted as above stated herein. 

Wherefore, the premises considered, the petitioner 
prays: 

1. That the interlocutory decree of divorce heretofore 
entered herein on June 23, 1932, be vacated, set aside and 
held for naught. 

2. That the bill for absolute divorce and th^ cross-bill 
heretofore filed herein be dismissed for lack of jurisdiction. 

3. For such other and further relief as to the j Court may 
seem just and proper. 

MARGARET BUCKLEY DENNETT. 

Margaret Buckley Dennett, being first duly j sworn, de¬ 
poses and says that she has read the foregoing jpetition by 
her subscribed; that the matters therein stated are true to 
the best of her information and belief. 

MARGARET BUCKLEY DENNETT. 

Sworn and subscribed to before me this 2^)th day of 
September, 1932. 

[seal.] EUGENE McD. COLVINj 

Notary Public, 
Jackson County, Missouri . 

H. L. McCORMICK, j 

Attorney for Margaret B. Dennett . 


Service of copv of this petition accepted. 

F. HUNTER CjREECH. 

Sept. 22, 1932. 

53 Exhibit “A”. 


Ocean County Clerk’s Office, Toms River, |N. J. 

John A. Ernst, Clerk; LeRoy Grant, Deputy Clerk. 

State of New Jersey, 

County of Ocean, ss: 


I, John A. Ernst, Clerk of the said County of Ocean do 
hereby certify that the names of Richard Dennett and Mrs. 
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Margaret Dennett, as residing at 505 Princeton Avenue. 

Lakewood, New Jersev, were dulv registered as voters of 

the State of New Jersey in the said Township of Lake- 

wood, as appears from the primary election registry book 

for the election held May 19, 1931, for the Second District 

of the said Township of Lakewood, and that they voted at 

the said primary election, the said Richard Dennett voting 

ballot Xo. 158, and Mrs. Margaret Dennett voting ballot No. 

157 as appears from the said registry book. 

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and 

affixed the official seal of the said Countv of Ocean at Toms 

* 

River, New Jersev, this thirtieth dav of June, A. I). 1932. 
[seal.] ‘ JOHX A. ERNST, 

County Clerk of the County of Ocean , 

State of New Jersey. 


54 Exhibit “B”. 

Ocean County Clerk ? s Office, Toms River, X. J. 

John A. Ernst, Clerk; LeRoy Grant, Deputy Clerk. 

State of New Jersey, 

County of Ocean, ss: 

I, John A. Ernst, County Clerk of the County of Ocean 
do hereby certify that I have caused an examination of the 
records to be made in my office for the years 1927, 1928, 
1929 and 1930. That neither Mr. or Mrs. Dennett voted in 
Lakewood, Ocean County, New Jersey in the years 1927, 
1928, 1929. Both Mr. and Mrs. Dennett voted on Novem¬ 
ber 4, 1930 at the General Election, Mr. Dennett voting 
ballot Xo. 84 and Mrs. Dennett voting ballot Xo. 85. Mrs. 
Dennett voted ballot Xo. 57 at the Primarv Election held 
in this Countv on Mav 17, 1932. Mr. Dennett did not vote 
at this Primary Election. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and 
affixed the official seal of the said Countv of Ocean at Toms 
River, New Jersey, this twenty-first day of September, in 
the year of our Lord One thousand nine hundred and 
thirtv two. 

[seal.] JOHN A. ERNST, 

County Clerk of Ocean County, 

New Jersey . 
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55 Answer to Petition to Vacate Interlocutory Decree 

and Motion for Final Decree . I 

I 

Filed September 27,1932. j 

i 

* # # # # # | # 

To the Honorable, the Justices of the Supreme} Court of 

the District of Columbia: 

i 

I 

In answer to the defendant’s petition to vacates the inter¬ 
locutory decree entered herein on June 23, 1932, |and plain¬ 
tiffs motion for a final decree herein, plaintiff respectfully 
shows to the Court as follows: , 

i 

1. That he was born in the District of Colutnbia at a 
house now located at 21st and R Streets, Northwest, on 
September 11th, 1900; that he received his graded and 
grammar school- in the District of Columbia arid was ap¬ 
pointed to the Naval Academy while a resident <j)f the Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia; that upon graduating from |the Naval 
Academy he designated the Cairo Hotel, Washington, D. C., 
as his official residence and in his periodical repprts to the 
Navy Department has at all times maintained sulch address 
at his official residence; that he joined the Chujreh of the 
Covenant, in the District of Columbia, when he |was about 
ten years of age, and has been since, and still is,} a member 
of said church; that he has always known and Recognized, 
throughout his entire life, Washington, D. C., ad his home; 
that he has never recognized, or even considered[ establish¬ 
ing a home at any other place; that he has beenj a member 
of a District of Columbia Post of the American Legion, 
joining said Legion while he was assigned to duty at Lake- 
hurst, New Jersey; that the record in this causp shows he 
was, and is, a bona fide resident of the District off Columbia. 

2. That the petition of the defendant filed herein moving 
that the interlocutory decree filed herein be [vacated is 

frivolous and without good faith; that thp testimony 

56 of the defendant in this cause shows that jboth plain¬ 
tiff and defendant established an actuaj bona fide 

residence in the District of Columbia not lateii than Feb¬ 
ruary 1, 1932, and that such residence was continuously 
maintained until defendant committed the offenses for 
which the interlocutory decree herein w T as rendered, and 
plaintiff states he has continuously maintained his resi- 
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dence, actual and in fact, to this present day and has no 
present thought or intention of relinquishing same. 

3. That there is already a finding of fact by this Court 
that tile plaintiff is, and has been a resident of the District 
of Columbia, and that this finding was had as a result of 
testimony duly taken in open Court, and that such testi¬ 
mony was true, and that defendant is not now in possession 
of any facts she was not in possession of at the time this 
cause was being heard, and defendant cannot now chal¬ 
lenge the jurisdiction of this Court. 

4. That this plaintiff has never intended, and does not 
now intend, to establish a residence at any place other than 
the District of Columbia. 

5. That the interlocutorv decree herein was entered on 

%/ 

June 23, 1932, and that more than ninety days has inter¬ 
vened since said interlocutory decree was entered, and that 
plaintiff is now entitled to a final decree for absolute 
divorce in accordance with sections 966 ? 971 and 983a of 
the Code of Laws for the District of Columbia. 

Wherefore, the premises considered, plaintiff prays: 

1. That the petition of the defendant to vacate the inter¬ 
locutorv decree herein be dismissed. 

2. That the plaintiff herein be granted a final decree for 
absolute divorce. 

3. For such other and further relief as to the Court mav 
seem just and proper. 

RODNEY DENNETT, 

Plaintiff. 

57 District of Columbia, ss: 

Richard Rodney Dennett, being first duly sworn accord¬ 
ing to law, on oath, deposes and says, that he has read the 
foregoing Answer and Motion by him subscribed; that the 
matters and things contained therein, as of his own knowl¬ 
edge, are true, and those based upon information and belief, 
he believes to be true. 

RODNEY DENNETT, 

Plaintiff. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this the 27th day of 
September, 1932. 

[seal.] 1 NELL V. PRICE, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

F. HUNTER CREECH, 

Attorney for Plaintiff . 
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I 

I 

Affidavit of Richard Rodney Dennett. 

i 

i 

* # # # # # I * 

i 

Richard Rodney Dennett, being* first duly sworjn, accord¬ 
ing to law, deposes and says: 

That he is the plaintiff in the above-entitled cause, and 
that he has read the defendant’s petition to vacate the in¬ 
terlocutory decree herein; that he has no recollection of 
ever having cast a vote anywhere, but that he does recall 
one ocasion when he and the defendant herein wjent to the 
polls in New Jersey to vote and they both secured their bal¬ 
lots preparatory to voting, and that defendant went on in 
booth to fill out her ballot and that he decided he had no 
business in voting and, therefore, he laid his ballot—with¬ 
out marking same—down on the table and walked out with¬ 
out voting; he further states that he has no recollee- 
58 of voting at any other time at any place. 

In this connection plaintiff requests th^ Court to 
take notice of the fact that in defendant’s verified petition 
to vacate the interlocutory decree filed herein that defend¬ 
ant states she voted in the primary election held in Lake- 
wood, New Jersey, on May 17, 1932, and that the record in 
this cause will show that defendant was present in this 
Court on that date. 

Plaintiff further states that at no time did hq ever con¬ 
template establishing permanent residence in New Jersey, 
or any other place other than the District of Colombia, that 
his only reason for temporarily residing in Laketvood, New 
Jersey, was due to the fact that when he reported to Lake- 
hurst, New Jersey, for assignment to duty at theiNaval Air 
Station that there were no quarters available on the station 
that could be assigned to him, therefore, he was J compelled 
to rent quarters on the outside, and that he rented such 
quarters only as a necessity to that particular assignment 
of duty and with no thought of establishing residence or 
domicile. ! 

i 

Plaintiff respectfully directs attention of th$ Court to 
fact defendant’s petition herein was verified! before a 
Notary Public in Jackson County, Missouri, on tlie 20th day 
of September, 1932, and that said petition refefs to ‘ 1 Ex¬ 
hibit B” in her said verified petition and said jthat 4 ‘Ex- 
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hibit B” was attached to said petition, while 4 ‘Exhibit B” 
shows on its face that it was certified to on the 21st day of 
September, 1932, at Toms River, New Jersey, or, one day 
later than defendant verified her petition out in the State 
of Missouri. 

RODNEY DENNETT. 

Subscribed to and sworn to before me this the 27th day 
of September, 1932. 

[seal.] NELL V. PRICE, 

Notary Public., D. C. 

59 Affidavit of Richard Rodney Dennett. 

Filed October 25, 1932. 

*##*### 


Richard Rodney Dennett, being first duly sworn, accord¬ 
ing to law, on oath deposes and says: 

That he is the plaintiff in the above-entitled cause, and 

that he has alwavs considered the District of Columbia as 

%> 

his home and domicile, and that pursuant to that thought 
and in recognition of his obligations as a bona fide resident 
of the District of Columbia, when the date came for filing 
his personal property tax return for the District of Colum¬ 
bia he duly filed the same, and upon the first-half of his 
said taxes becoming due under said return he duly paid 
them on the 2nd day of September, 1932, and attaches 
hereto, and asks that it be made a part hereof, the original 
tax receipt, No. 7229, from the Office of the Assessor, Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia, showing that said taxes have been duly 
paid. 

Your affiant further states that he filed said tax return 
and paid said taxes prior to any knowledge, suggestion, 
indication or any thought that the jurisdiction of this Court 
would be challenged in this cause, and that he paid said 
taxes and filed said return solely in recognition of his 
obligations as a bona fide resident of the District of 
Columbia. 

Your affiant further states that the Navy Department 
pursuant to Navy Regulations, require officers of the Navy 
to file periodical reports to the Bureau of Navigation of the 
Navy Department, and that report form “N. Nav. 443-A” 
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requires such officer to state his residence, onq blank on 
said form reading: “2. Usual residence (home)! —,” and 
carries the notation under the blank as follows, Authority 
for a change in usual residence must be securecj. from the 
Bureau of Navigation; and address reported oni this form 
will not constitute such a change. See Arjt. 135 (2), 

60 U. S. N. R., 1920.” j 

Your affiant further states that he duly| filed with 
the Bureau of Navigation, of the Navy Department, on 
September 30, 1932, such a report, and on March 31, 1932, 
he duly filed with the Bureau of Navigation, NaVy Depart¬ 
ment, such a report, and on February 23, 193^, he duly 
filed with the Bureau of Navigation, Navy Department, 
such a report, and that in each and all of said reports he 
reported his “Usual residence (home)” as Washington, 
D. C. 

Your affiant further states that when reporting “Usual 
residence (home)” he reported the address of his perma¬ 
nent, fixed domicile and not the address of whdre he was 
stationed on duty, and that such report contemplates an 
officer’s “home,” or legal domicile, and not tlje address 
where he is stationed on dutv. 

RODNEY DENNETT. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this the 24th day of 
October, 1932. 

[seal.] 0. D. RATCLIFFE, 

Notary Public . 

My commission expires June 15, 1936. | 

61 Office of the Assessor, District of Columbia. 

First Half of Tax Payable in September, 1932. | One Per 
Cent Penalty on the First Day of Each Succeeding 
Month. Second Half Payable in March, 1933.j One Per 
Cent Penalty on the First Day of Each Succeeding 
Month. 


No. 7229. 


Value 


Tax 

Value 

Rate 

Tax in- 

l 

First 

tangible 

Rate 

tangible 

intangible 

per 

tangible 

Totial 

half 

property. 

per 100. 

property. 

property. 

100. 

property. 

taf. 

of tax. 


1.70 


5.76 

.50 

2.S8 

2.^8 

1.44 


i 

] 

I 


i 

i 
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Personal tax for fiscal year 1933. 

Penalty-% ; Total due-. 

Credit: 9004 personal tangible; 9006 personal intangible. 

Richard Rodnev Dennett, 3829 Garfield St., Washington, 
D. C. 

Form approved by Compt. Genl’s office, Apr. 20, 1929. 

To the District of Columbia, Dr. Pay to the Collector of 
Tpvpc D f! 

Sep! 2, 32. * 2 44. Ls. Chk. — B. 1.44. 

Paid: C. M. Towers, Collector of Taxes, D. C. 

Memorandum of Court. 

Filed November 1, 1932. 
##*#*## 

The defendant seeks to vacate the interlocutorv decree of 
divorce, entered June 23, 1932, on the ground that plaintiff 
is not a resident of the District. 

It is alleged in the bill and admitted bv the answer that 
the parties are residents of the District. Upon the trial, 
which lasted for more than a week and was hard fought 
throughout, no question as to the residence of the parties 
was suggested. The testimony of both parties supported 
the allegations of the pleadings. Residence of the plaintiff 
in the District was accordingly found as a fact and set out 
in the interlocutory decree. 

62 The plaintiff was born in the District of Columbia, 
lived with his parents and went to school here, until 
appointed to the Naval Academy. After graduating and 
becoming a naval officer, he was stationed at various places 
in the naval service, but always claimed Washington as his 
residence, and so advised the Navy Department in his re¬ 
ports, required by Naval Regulations to be made every six 
months. At the time suit was filed and the interlocutorv 
decree granted, he was actually residing in the District, 
having brought his family here from Lakehurst, New Jer¬ 
sey (where he had been stationed in 1930 and 1931), and 
established his home here about February 1, 1932. His 
church membership had always been in Washington, and 
while on duty at Lakehurst he joined the District of Co¬ 
lumbia Post of the American Legion. 

In support of her present contention, the defendant at¬ 
taches to her petition certificates of the County Clerk of 
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Ocean County, New Jersey, to show that both plaintiff and 
defendant voted in elections on November 4,! 1930, and 
May 19, 1931, and that she voted in a primary election on 
Mav 17, 1932. She states she was not advised! as to the 
provisions of Sec. 971 of the Code at the time of the trial, 
but knew they had both voted, as set out in the Certificates 
of the County Clerk. The plaintiff says he has no recollec¬ 
tion of having actually voted, but remembers going with 
his wife to the polls on one occasion, where both received 
ballots preparatory to voting, and that while j defendant 
went into the booth, he decided he could not properly vote, 
laid his ballot down without marking it and left the polls 
without voting. It is shown bv the record in this case that 
on Mav 17, 1932, a date on which it is certified, and the 
plaintiff swears, that she voted in Lakehurst, sh^ was actu¬ 
ally present in the trial of this cause in this court. 

63 The contention of the defendant appears to be 
purely an afterthought. While seeking tile decision 
of the Court in her favor, she admitted the jurisdictional 
fact. Having lost the decision, she now disputes the fact 
and challenges the Court’s jurisdiction. But th^ situation 
is not changed, even if the certificates as to registration and 
voting should be accepted, in contradiction of plaintiff’s 
regular reports to the Navy Department, as ^roof that 
plaintiff abandoned residence in the District and[ became a 
resident of New Jersey. His return to the District and 
the declaration of record in this case by both parties that 
the District was then their residence, in the light of the 
circumstances, would seem sufficient to show abandonment 
of residence in New Jersey and resumption of residence in 
the District. 

The petition is accordingly denied. 

JOSEPH W. COX, 

I Justice. 

November 1, 1932. 


Final Decree of Divorce. 

Filed November 7, 1932. 

* # # * * * j * 

This cause coming on to be further heard at this term of 
Court, on the record and proceedings, and particularly the 

4—5904a ! 


j 

I 
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interlocutory decree entered in this cause on June 23, 1932, 
adjudging* that a cause for the dissolution of the bonds of 
marriage between the plaintiff, Richard Rodney Dennett, 
and the defendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett, had been 
established bv reason of the said Margaret Bucklev Den- 
nett having committed adultery with the co-defendant, Ray¬ 
mond D. Adrian, a$ alleged in the Bill for Absolute Di¬ 
vorce herein filed on the 20th day of April, 1932, to 
64 which the defendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett, 
filed an Answer and Cross Bill on the 29th day of 
April, 1932, and the co-defendant, Raymond D. Adrian, 
filed an Answer on the 29th day of April, 1932, and it ap¬ 
pears to the Court that ninety (90) days have expired from 
the entrv of the said interlocutory decree, and that the 
application for this Decree is made within thirty (30) days 
therefrom, and that it further appearing that the parties 
hereto have not become reconciled, and are still living 
apart, and that the plaintiff, according to the provisions of 
the Code of Laws for the District of Columbia is entitled 
to a final decree, dissolving the said bonds of matrimony, 
upon consideration of the motion of the counsel for the 
plaintiff, it is bv the Court this the 7th dav of November, 
1932, 

Adjudged, ordered, and decreed, that the interlocutory 
Decree heretofore passed in this cause on the 23rd day of 
June, 1932, be and the same is hereby made final, and the 
bonds of matrimony heretofore existing between the said 
plaintiff, Richard Rodney Dennett, and the said defendant, 
Margaret Bucklev Dennett, be and the same are hereby dis- 
solved on the grounds of adultery committed bv the said 
Defendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett, and the said co¬ 
defendant, Raymond D. Adrian, as in the said interlocutory 
Decree adjudged; provided, that this Decree shall not be 
effective to dissolve the marriage between the said parties 
hereto until the expiration of the time allowed for taking 
an appeal herein, or until the final disposition of said ap¬ 
peal. 

It is further ordered, that all costs incurred by reason 
of this suit are hereby ordered paid by the co-defendant, 
Raymond D. Adrian, to be paid forthwith. 

JOSEPH W. COX, 

Justice . 


65 


Nov. 7, 1932. 
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From the foregoing Decree the defendant notes an ap¬ 
peal, in open Court, to the Court of Appeals of the District 
of Columbia, & the Court hereby fixes appeal bond in the 
sum of $50.00 cash, or in lieu thereof a $100.00 undertaking 
with surety to be approved bv the Court. 

JOSEPH w. qox, 

Justice. 

Memoranda. 


November 7,1932.—Undertaking on appeal approved and 
filed. ] 

November 26, 1932.—Statement of evidence fil^d and sub¬ 
mitted. 

Assignment of Errors. 

i 

Filed December 8, 1932. 


* # # * # • ! • 

i 

j 

Now comes the defendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett 
by her attorney of record, and files the following assign¬ 
ment of errors on appeal from the decree entered in the 
above entitled cause: 

1. The Court erred in finding that a cause ^or divorce 
existed between the plaintiff and the defendant] Margaret 
Bucklev Dennett bv reason of the said Margarbt Bucklev 
Dennett having committed adulterv with the co4defendant, 

O * l 7 

Raymond D. Adrian; 

2. The Court erred in failing to dismiss the pill of com¬ 

plaint of the plaintiff; j 

66 3. The Court erred in finding that the j defendant 

had committed adultery with the co-defepdant; 

4. The Court erred in holding that the plaintiff’s testi¬ 
mony was sufficient to support the allegations ofj his bill of 
complaint; 

5. The Court erred in finding that the defendant, Mar¬ 
garet Buckley Dennett, had an adulterous disposition; 

6. The Court erred in making its findings on the largely 
uncorroborated testimony of paid detectives; 

7. The Court erred in dismissing the cross-billj of the de¬ 
fendant, Margaret Buckley Dennett; 

8. The Court erred in its finding that the plaintifif was 
a resident of the District of Columbia at the time he in- 
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voked the jurisdiction of the Supreme Court of the District 
of Columbia; 

9. The Court erred in failing to vacate its interlocutory 
decree on jurisdictional grounds; 

10. The Court erred in failing to sustain defendant’s pe¬ 
tition to vacate the interlocutory decree; 

11. The Court erred in giving anv consideration to the 
ex parte affidavit of Richard Rodney Dennett filed on Octo¬ 
ber 25, 1932; 

12. The Court erred in holding it had jurisdiction of this 
action. 

H. L. McCORMICK, 

Attorney for Defendant , 
Margaret Buckley Dennett. 

Service of a copy of the above Assignment of Errors 
acknowledged this 8th dav of December, 1932. 

F. HUNTER CREECH, 

1 Attorney for Plaintiff. 

67 Memorandum. 

December 12, 1932.—Statement of Evidence signed and 
made of record. 

Designation of Record. 

Filed November 28,1932. 

####*#* 

The appellant, by H. L. McCormick her attorney of rec¬ 
ord, hereby designates the following as the record on ap¬ 
peal in the above entitled cause: 

1. Bill of complaint for divorce; 

2. Motion for custody of children and alimonv pendente 
lite; 

3. Affidavit of Mr. and Mrs. J. E. Buckley filed April 29, 
1932; 

4. Answer of co-defendant Adrian; 

5. Answer and Cross-bill of defendant, Margaret Buckley 
Dennett; 

6. Plaintiff’s reply to answers of defendant and co¬ 
defendant, and answer to cross-bill of defendant, Margaret 
Buckley Dennett; 
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7. Request of plaintiff to overrule motion of defendant 

for custody, etc.; j 

8. Affidavit of Dr. J. B. 0 ’Brien filed May 3, 1^32; 

9. Affidavit of Richard T. Mitchell filed May 3,11932; 

10. Affidavit of Elizabeth Dennett filed May 3, j 1932; 

11. Affidavit of Charlotte A. Murphy filed Majy 3, 1932; 

12. Affidavit of J. F. Watts filed May 3, 1932;! 

13. Affidavit of Chas. Tatum filed May 3, 1932 j 

14 Order for alimony, custody, etc. of Mr. Justice Adkins 
filed May 10, 1932; j 

15. Findings of fact and Interlocutory Decree f 

16. Memorandum of Mr. Justice Cox filed Junb 27, 1932; 

17. Petition to vacate Interlocutory Decree, ai^d Exhibit 
A and B attached thereto, filed September 22, 1932; 

68 18. Answer to petition to vacate Interlocutory 
Decree; 

19. Affidavit of Richard Rodney Dennett filed September 

27,1932; ! 

20. Affidavit of Richard Rodney Dennett filed October 
25, 1932; 

21. Memorandum of Mr. Justice Cox filed November 1, 

1932; | 

22. Final Decree of divorce; j 

23. Note: Appeal noted in open court; 

24. Undertaking on Appeal; j 

25. Assignment of Errors ; 

26. Statement of Evidence; 

27. This Designation. 

H. L. McCORMICK, 

Attorney for Defendant, 

Margaret Buckley Dennett. 

I 

j 

Service of a copy of Designation of Record bn Appeal 
this 28th day of November, 1932. 

F. HUNTER CREEpH, 

Attorney for Plaintiff. 

i 

69 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

’ 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia, sc: 

I, Frank E. Cunningham, Clerk of the Supreme Court of 
the District of Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing 


i 
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pages numbered from 1 to 68, both inclusive, to be a true 
and correct transcript of the record, according to direc¬ 
tions of counsel herein filed, copy of which is made part of 
this transcript, in cause No. 54251 in Equity, wherein 
Richard Rodney Dennett is Plaintiff and Margaret Buckley 
Dennett is Defendant and Raymond D. Adrian is Co-De¬ 
fendant, as the same remains upon the files and of record 
in said Court. 

In testimonv whereof, I hereunto subscribe mv name and 
affix the seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in 
said District, this 9th dav of February, 1933. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

FRANK E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Clerk. 
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The within i statement submitted this 26th day of 
November, 1932. 


JOSEPH W. COX, 

Justice. 


In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia (Holding 

an Equity Court. 


In Equity No. 54251. 


Richard Rodney Dennett, Plaintiff, 

vs. 

Margaret Buckley Dennett et al., Defendants. 

Statement of Evidence. 

The evidence introduced by the plaintiff and the defend¬ 
ants in the above entitled cause is shown bv the following 
statement of evidence. 

Richard Rodney Dennett, the plaintiff, was called as a 
witness in his own behalf and after being duly sworn testi¬ 
fied as follows: 

That he was residing in Washington, D. C., in 1917; dur¬ 
ing that year he was appointed to the Naval Academy from 
North Dakota; that he has at all times since then main¬ 
tained his official residence in the city of Washington; that 
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he has never established residence any place othdr than the 
District of Columbia; that the regulations of the 1 Navy De¬ 
partment require a report of official residence to be made 
every six months, which reports were made by]him; that 
he moved to Washington as a hospital patient on December 
12, 1931, and his family moved to Washington Flebruary 1, 
1932; that he and his family were living in Lakevjood, N. J., 
prior to coming to Washington; that on September 7, 1931, 
he crashed in a glider at Akron, Ohio, and was in j the Akron 
City Hospital until December 12, 1931; that during the 
latter part of February, 1932, he attended sick (call at the 
Naval Hospital and from there he went to the NaVy Depart¬ 
ment to familiarize himself with his niw assign- 
71 ment; after working hours he went home [for dinner 
and returned to the hospital about 9 or 9:30; that he 
did not take any leave and did not want any lqave as his 
new assignment was a desk assignment and he f‘was very 
anxious to return to duty”; that on February 23, 1932, he 
was discharged from hospital and went hom^; that on 
March 6 , 1932, he employed J. F. Watts, a private de¬ 
tective, to observe his home; that he was suspicious and 
did not like the way the home was being run; ^hat on the 
morning of April 18, 1932, the Plaintiff and two private de¬ 
tectives, J. F. Watts and Charles Tatum, entere4 the Plain¬ 
tiff’s home; that immediately prior to this the Plaintiff was 
sitting in a car where he could observe the front door of 
the house; that the Defendant and Co-defendant returned 
home in a taxicab between 11 and 11:30; that the lights went 
on downstairs, the lights went on in the upstairs bedroom; 
that the lights went off upstairs after burning approxi¬ 
mately ten minutes and the lights went off downstairs; that 
he watched the house until 12:15 on the morning of April 
18, at which time the Plaintiff and the two detectives un¬ 
locked the front door and walked into the housie; that the 
Defendant “jumped up on her feet and said, ‘Miet Monte’; 
that the Plaintiff replied, ‘Meet my friends’;” tjiat the De¬ 
fendant went to the ice-box in the pantry and shid she was 
going to give the baby his bottle; that the Plaintiff said, 
“No, you are not. The baby had his bottle, or should have 
had his bottle at 11 o’clock.” “You are goin^ to go into 
the front room and talk with us;” that the Defendant then 
went into the front room and sat down; that the Plaintiff 
seated himself on the arm of what he believed td be a couch 
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and said, “This is very strange that Monte should be visit¬ 
ing you at this time, after mid-night, alone in the house and 
I never met him before”; that he accused the Co-defendant 
of having been to the house several times; and that the Co¬ 
defendant stated he left at 11 or 12; that the Plaintiff 
accused him of having been there up to break of day; 

and that “thev then broke down and admitted that 
72 he had; that the conversation after that is a lit¬ 
tle hazv but the witness remembers calling the De- 
fendant a whore and the Co-defendant a parasite and say¬ 
ing “one of us have to leave—you have made my home a 
house of prostitution long enough and it is up to you to 
leave”; that the Defendant then said, “Yes, I have com¬ 
mitted adulterv with Adrian.” “I don't want vou gentle- 
men to think I did anything like this before I came to Wash¬ 
ington.” “I am not fit to have the children.” That she 
also stated her husband was the logical one to have the 
children; that he was always right and never did anything 
wrong; that the Defendant then went upstairs into the chil¬ 
dren’s room and stood over the babies’ beds for about four 
minutes each; that she placed her forearm against the baby 
but did not kiss hinband did not say anything; that she then 
went into her room and started packing and came down 
about an hour later with the clothing she had packed and 
left the house with the Co-defendant; that the Defendant 
did not have any money and did not know where to go; that 
the Plaintiff gave her $2.50 and that Watts, one of the de¬ 
tectives, gave her $10; that it was about 4 o’clock when she 
left the house; that the Defendant “came over and shook 
hands” with the plaintiff before she left the house; that 
he never struck the defendant; that he does not drink in¬ 
toxicating liquors; that he never served nor allowed them 
to be in his home;! that the Defendant called him on the 
phone the day following and stated he had not kept his 
promise to give her money and he told her she would have 
$40 a month; that she called two days later and said, “How 
are the children?” and hung up; that on the third day she 
called him on the phone and said “that she still loved me, 
that she loved her children, that she needed me, that she 
needed her children, that the life she had been living was 
all tinsel, that there was nothing to it, that she had no 
future ahead of lief, that she wanted to come back”; that 
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Monte loved her and wanted to marry he| but that 

73 she did not love Monte and was not going! to marry 
him; that the following conversation was then had 

concerning the Co-defendant: 

Question by Defendant: “Has he got negro blood in 

him ?” | 

Answer by Plaintiff: “I do not know.” j 

Defendant: “I am glad to hear that. I was afraid that 
was what you knew about him.” 

Defendant: “Is he venereal?” 

Plaintiff: “I do not know.” j 

Defendant: “What are the symptoms of venjereal dis¬ 
ease?” | 

Plaintiff: “The first stage is a stomach rash; the second 
stage is a discharge; the third stage is breaking out in 
sores.” 

Defendant: “I have to go.” 

Plaintiff: “Where?” 

The plaintiff then testified the receiver was hung up by 
the Defendant; that the Defendant in her first ptfione con¬ 
versation said she had committed adulterv with Adrian but 

* 

that it could not be proven as it was necessary to be caught 
in the act and to have two witnesses; that the Plaintiff had 
not met the Co-defendant prior to the evening o£ April 17 
and did not have anything to do with the Condefendant 
meeting the Defendant and that he did not know! how they 
met; that the last time the Plaintiff co-habitedj with De¬ 
fendant was about a week before March 6; that tihere were 
two single beds in the bed-room; that the Plaintiff occupied 
his own bed and did not sleep with the Defendant between 
the fifth of March and the 18 of April; that he jwent over 
with the Defendant in her bed one night but di4 not have 
intercourse; that he did this so she would not know he was 
suspicious of her; that before her period of coining sick, 
the defendant fought desperately to have intercourse but 
the Plaintiff refused; that the Plaintiff never 7 condoned 
this conduct with Adrain. That the parties liave three 
children, Margaret Ann—6, Mary Jan^—4, and 

74 Richard Rodney —7 months; that the threje children 
had been locked in the house alone on the Evening of 

April 17, 1932, from approximately 9 o’clock unj;il the De¬ 
fendant returned around 11:30; that he did not just like 
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the formation of Margaret Ann and around Easter, 1927, 
she was examined bv the Xavv doctor and treated for 
worms and rickets; that Mary Jane is exceedingly healthy 
and has not been treated for anything. 

That following his return to dutv in Washington he made 
social calls every Sunday afternoon and usually one evening 
during the week, calling on Government officials; that these 
calls were in the line of dutv; that he also called on his 
god-mother, his old Scout master, and his mother; that he 
offered to take his wife with him on these calls; that she 
accompanied him on two or three and that she did not 
like to go and it was a fight to get her to go; that he de¬ 
cided to tell her when he was going and that she was wel¬ 
come to accompany him; that one time she complained 
because he did not take her and wanted to know if he was 
ashamed of her and he answered that he was going to 
make a call and she was welcome to go along; that his wife 
went with him to call on his mother once; that she was a 
guest of Captain (Male’s wife and spent the night there 
while the furniture was being moved into the house and 
two weeks later the Witness had to ask if the Defendant 
had called Captain Coale’s wife and thanked her; that the 
Defendant did not want to invite Mrs. Coale to dinner or 
luncheon at the suggestion of the witness and did not want 
to call upon Captain Coale in the hospital; that the wit¬ 
ness took the children to Sunday School, that the Defend¬ 
ant stayed home; that after Sunday School he took the 
children to the Zoo twice; that the Defendant staved at 
home to take care of the baby; that Saturday afternoon 
he usually took the Defendant shopping or to a picture 
show; that a nurse took care of the children on these oc¬ 
casions ; that the Defendant hired the nurse at Lake- 
75 wood, X. J., in April 1931; that he complained to 
the Defendant about crowds being in the house and 
that he wanted the parlor clear when officers and their 
wives called; that on one occasion one of the officers and 
his wife did call; that the Defendant said the other peo¬ 
ple in the house went upstairs on this occasion; that he 
told Defendant he did not want that to happen again and 
that when friends of the nurse called they should not stay 
in the house; that the defendant invited Miss Evelyn Jones, 
who works in a ten cent store, to dinner, to spend the night 
and to have breakfast, and he told the Defendant that he 
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did not want that to happen again. That the reason he 
did not want her invited to the house was that fier gram¬ 
mar was not very good; that Defendant met Afiss Jones 
through Lucille Bohrer and she was one of tne group he 
complained about cluttering up the living room and parlor; 
that he doesn’t drink intoxicating liquors and did not allow 
them in the house; that after Defendant left on April 18, 
1932, he cleaned out the basement and found £ whiskey 
bottle or flask-shaped bottle that still had somg alcoholic 
contents and in the attic he found about five bottles; that 
after he returned from the hospital he found tivo bottles 
in the attic and thought they had been left ther^ by other 
tenants but that the number of bottles had increased and 
one had enough in the bottom to show it was of recent date. 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That he saw more on the morning of April ^8 than he 
told, but that he told all he could recall; that thejradio w^as 
playing; that a pilot light was burning on the radio; that 
it lights up the dial on the radio so the statidns can be 
found; that he entered the house without anyj warning; 
that the Defendant and Co-defendant were in the parlor on 
the right as he entered; that he walked righft into the 
parlor; was careful not to make any noise; thgt Defend¬ 
ant was standing up and Co-defendant j seated on 
76 couch; that when he started in the house fie thought 
the Defendant and Co-defendant were ppstairs in 
the bedroom until he heard the radio going aifd realized 
they were probably downstairs in the parlor tlfat he was 
disappointed they were not up in the bedroom!where the 
lights had gone out. The night before he wa k watching 
the house from 9 to 2:15 when he saw a map leave the 
house but witness could not distinguish who hg was; one 
of the detectives was in car with witness that | night and 
the other detective was in another car; that hg employed 
the detectives on March 6 without consulting invone; he 
found the name on an advertising calendar ofr card for 
the year 1924; the card was on his mother’s dressing table; 
he does not know how long the card had beein there or 
who put it there; that he engaged the detective^ on March 
6 because the oldest baby said something abbut mother 
smoking and Defendant admitted she had sn^oked occa¬ 
sionally; that he gave her two packages of cigarettes and 
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she smoked continuously from morning to night and it 

was evident she had been smoking all of the time and she 

was not wearing her engagement ring and she would not 

cooperate and seemed more interested in other people; that 

it was a fight to get her to go out and all she would do was 

to get breakfast and pretend she was glad to see him leave; 

she would not go calling and every evening she wanted 

to go out to the moVies and she did not seem to have much 

interest in Plaintiff; that he had fought with her and tried 

to make her do the things he thought she should do as a 

wife and mother for so manv vears he had decided she 

» * 

would get her own way in spite of everything and it was 
best to let her do as she wanted and he gave her all the 
rope she wanted; he tried to make her stop having people 
come to the house and stop having people come and stay 
all night and encouraged her to renew acquaintance with 
a Kansas City schoolmate but Defendant had replied there 
was nothing in common with the Kansas Citv girl; that 
while he was in the hospital his wife came down presum¬ 
ably to locate a house; that she decided on two houses 
77 in Virginia; that he promised to sign the lease but 
found both houses were sold and he could not get 
a lease; that he then located a house at 3839 Garfield 
Street the day befbre his wife and children arrived. That 
he did not send for his wife to visit him after coming to 
the hospital in December of 1931 but that his wife came 
down twice, once before Christmas; that he did not know 
that she was coming; that his wife wanted to move down 
here with the family; that he wanted her to come down 
Tf possible, but had to wait until he received his orders 
before he could move; that he did not know when he was 
coming to Washington; that prior to coming to Washing¬ 
ton he had not seen his family since July 29 when he went 
to Akron; that his wife came to Akron to see him in the 
hospital but he did not send for her as he did not have the 
money; that at that time his base pay was $330, his rental 
allowance $80, his subsistence allowance $16, and he drew 
a flight pay of $165; that he had difficulties meeting ex¬ 
penses ; that his wife sent all of the bills to him to be paid; 
that he paid her $20 a month for clothing and $5 for the 
children, and sent $11 a week for the food and paid all 
of the bills that came in, plus gas, light, coal and milk; 
that the gas, light and water bills averaged $17 per month 
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and house rent in Lakewood was $50 a month \ that he 
paid more than $100 per month for the maintenance of his 
wife and children. Witness identified a picture of his wife 
and children taken when they were living in iLakewood 
around September or October 1931; that his wife in the 
picture had on the same pajama dress she wa^ wearing 
the night of the raid; that she was accustomed tq wearing 
a dress of that kind around the house at Lakewood; that 
he began to live at home with his family in Washington 
around the 23rd of February; that he w’ent to Lakehurst 
to inspect the Akron on February 24; that notjhing had 
happened to make him suspicious before he weijit to live 
with his family; that in answer to the question 44 When 
was your suspicion first aroused?”, he relpied, i“I can’t 
say that it was definitely aroused”; that when hej returned 
from Lakehurst his wife seemed surprised because 
78 he had come back a day earlier; that sh^ did not 
expect him; that he came back about niife o’clock 
in the evening and found her outside of the hcjuse by a 
car; that he did not look at the car and could not identify 
the passengers, but they were apparently friends of the 
nursemaid, but he is not sure the maid was inj the car; 
that it did not make him suspicious because his wife was 
there; that at that time his wife was not wearing her en¬ 
gagement ring but was wearing her wedding ring, but she 
took that off later and went out without the wedding ring; 
that he did not inquire why she was not wearing the en¬ 
gagement ring; that he had last seen her weaif it while 
he was in the hospital; that it was within two'weeks of 
the time that he came to live with his family in Wash¬ 
ington that he employed a detective; that he ^as home 
continuously from the 25th of February to tb[e 6th of 
March; that his wife was at home with him; that her con- 
duct during that period was suspicious in that she seemed 
to be interested in the people that came to the house and 
encouraged him to take part in the gatherings jwhieh he 
refused to do, excusing himself and going to bed every 
evening, saying he was recuperating; that he did not like 
it and asked her to stop it, that these people wei*e appar¬ 
ently visiting the maid, but his wife seemed to be encour¬ 
aging them and enjoying their company; that hfe did not 
tell the maid to have these people stop coming to the house 
but did tell the Defendant; that he objected because he 
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wanted his wife to run the house and wanted to give orders 
through her; that the nursemaid seemed to be a very ca¬ 
pable girl, about the average of that type of girl; that the 
maid wanted to go to Lakehurst with him on the 24th and 
his wife wanted him to take her, which he refused to do; 
that the maid was still employed on April 18 when he and 
the detectives went in but she was not home that night 
as he had taken her down to help take care of his sister’s 
baby; that his sister had been in the hospital four weeks 
and had been in her room at the Cairo Hotel for two 
weeks, and he wahted the maid to assist his sister so that 
the sister could go out and he also wanted his wife 
79 to be alone in the house that night because he wanted 
to make a raid on the house that night; that the 
witness’s sister and mother live two rooms apart in the 
Cairo Hotel; that following April 18 the maid was at the 
Co-defendant’s house for a while; that she now works at 
Congressional Country Club in a position that she got for 
herself; that she did not know anyone at Congressional; 

that witness’s mother and sister both know somebody out 

* 

there, but had nothing to do with getting her a position; 
that the maid did not work for the witness’s mother or 
sister after April 18; that the only time he has tried to 
get the maid to sign a paper was when he interviewed her 
with Mr. Creech about ten days before the trial; that he 
knew the maid was apparently acquainted with the core¬ 
spondent ; that on the night of April 18 he sent his wife 
a telegram from Philadelphia; that he went to Philadel¬ 
phia for no other purpose than to send that telegram; 
to let her know that he was in Philadelphia and that he 
was going to Lakehurst; that he considered the expense 
of the trip worth while if he could find out what was going 
on at home; that it was his own plan to send the telegram 
from Philadelphia and to take the maid away from the 
house that night; that he did not spend Saturday night, 
April 16, at home; that on that day when he came home 
from work he told his wife that he was going to Lake¬ 
hurst and showed her a set of orders directing him to go 
to Philadelphia; that these orders had been written by 
himself and the signatures thereon faked; that they were 
signed by Watts the detective; that it was his own idea 
to send the telegram; that it was the idea of the detective 
to fake some orders; that the orders were on official sta- 
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tionery of the Bureau of Navigation and were by 

Watts, the detective, in the name of Commander Reid, 
the assistant chief of the Bureau; that he typed |the name 
on the orders; that he showed these fake ordefrs to Ms 
wife on April 16; that he watched his home that night and 
did not go in the house; that he did not see lii^ wife go 
out of the house that night, April 18, but he thought he 
saw her come home; that he was fifty or sikty yards 
80 away that he was the only one in that position; that 
the detectives were up about two car lengths ahead 
of him, close enough to have a clear view and hot to be 
obstructed; that it was a semi-detached house, apd that he 
can tell the house from the one next to it; that Sunday, 
April 17, he spent his time sleeping at the Army and 
Navy Club; that he went to Philadelphia on the l|8th about 
three o ’clock and returned about 7:30; that he h^d an ap¬ 
pointment to meet the detectives in their office <jm his re¬ 
turn; that the detectives knew what time he woiild return 
and met him at the station; that between Februakv 25 and 
March 6 he and his wife did not go out together in the 
evenings, but as he recalls it his wife did go outj and that 
was one of the things which made him suspiciousj; that she 
would say she was going to the moving pictures 4 n d would 
take about one-half hour to comb her hair and prut on lip¬ 
stick, and he thought she was doing a little More than 
necessary to go to the moving pictures; that hej does not 
know whether he and his wife went out on any occasion 
together after he employed the detectives; that tye wanted 
to give her plenty of rope so that he could find; out what 
she was doing. During that period, however, 4e invited 
her once to go calling and once to go to the moving pic¬ 
tures and she said the theatres were too crowded and did 
not want to go, but she went out that night; that the fol¬ 
lowing Saturday, when he told her he was goipg calling, 
she said that she did not w*ant to go; that his id^a in ask¬ 
ing her to go was just to show himself that it was a bluff, 
that she did not want to go calling with him; jhat after 
he employed the detectives he used the following system 
for trying to catch his wife; at dinner time she would try 
to find out what he was going to do so she copld go out 
by herself, and he assisted her in every way, and if she 
thought he was tired and ought to go to bed, he went; 
when she suggested that he go calling, he wei^t calling; 
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and if she thought he ought to go to a Boy Scout meeting, 
he went; that the detectives were employed to watch her 
during this period and give oral reports to him at their 
office once a week; that during this period after 
SI March 6 the nursemaid had company visit her at 
the house, both young men and young women and 
she entertained them in the living room; that he was there 
for the first two nights; that he met these people as they 
came in the door then excused himself and went upstairs; 
that he was introduced to them but did not talk with them 
very long. He was “polite and excused’’ himself; that 
the longest time he stayed in the room was three-quarters 
of an hour, but that was not a party, that was simply one 
man; that he was the only person in the room and the 
witness remained there and read the newspaper; that his 
wife was somewhere around the house; that his wife has 
had two miscarriages in six years; that he paid the de¬ 
tectives $250 in checks; that he does not remember the 
dates of payment, but he gave them one cheek for $75 on 
the 6th of March and the next check was for $125 and that 
he doesn’t remember when, but it was before he entered 
the house and he thinks it was the 15th of March; that 
he spent the hours of 4 to 6 at home the night of the raid; 
that he did not make any payment to the detectives on the 
day of the raid or subsequent thereto; that the arrange¬ 
ment for pay was made the week following March 6th; 
that there was no one present except Watts and himself; 
that the arrangement was that three men were to watch 
the house and if it was to be followed up through a di¬ 
vorce trial the charges would be $200; that he paid Watts 
$75 for the first week; that he did not find out definitely 
how much the charge would be for the first week; that 
Watts was to watch the house for a week; that he does 
not know the three men wffio were watching the house that 
vreek; that he did not know whether three men watched 
the house or not; that the second week Watts advised him 
that he was correct in his suspicions and advised him to 
get a divorce and that it would cost about $200; Watts 
said that he had a woman working on the case and he 
would keep the expenses down as much as possible; that 
he can not recall anything which the detectives said about 
testifying; that the detective did not say what he would 
charge for testifying. 
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82 Affidavits for Marriage License. 

I 

State of California, 

County of San Diego, ss: 

In the Matter of the Application of Richard Rodne^ Dennett 
for a License to Marry Margaret Derby Bugkley. 

-, being first duly sworn, deposes and siys: That 

the above are the real and full names of said parties; that 
said Richard Rodney Dennett is a native of Washington, 
D. C., Color, White, that he is of the age of 24 vebrs, and a 
resident of San Diego, County of San Diego, Sta|e of Cali¬ 
fornia; that said Margaret Derbv Bucklev is a! native of 
Colorado, Color, White, that she is of the age of 20 years 
and a resident of San Diego, County of San Diegq, State of 
California; that neither of said affiants is an ifnbecile or 
insane, or under the influence of any intoxicating liquor or 
narcotic drug, and that neither of said affiants knows of any 
legal objection to their marriage. j 

RICHARD RODNEY DENNETT. 
MARGARET DERBY BUCKLEY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 2nd d^y of Feb- 
ruary, 1925. ! 

J. B. McLEIpS, 

County Clerk, 
By MARY DUFjFY, 

i Deputy. 

The foregoing instrument is a full, true and cojrrect copy 
of the original on file in this office. ! 

Attest: Sept. 16, 1932. 

[seal.] J. B. McLEBS, 

County Clerk and Clerk of the Superior 
Court of the State of California, in 
and for the County of San Diego, 

By A. C. KELLNER, 

j Deputy . 

83 County of San Diego, State of Californi^. 

Marriage License and Certificate. ! 

These presents are to authorize and license any] Justice of 
the Supreme Court, Judge of the Superior Court,! Justice of 

5—5904a 


i 
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the Peace, Priest or Minister of the Gospel of any denomi¬ 
nation, to solemnize within said County the marriage of 
Richard Rodney Dennett native of Washington, D. C., color 
White, aged 24 years, resident of San Diego, County of San 
Diego, State of California, and Margaret Derby Buckley 
native of Colorado, color White, aged 20 years, resident of 
San Diego, County of San Diego, State of California Said 
parties being of sufficient age to be capable of contracting 
Marriage. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and 
affixed the Seal of the Superior Court of said County, this 
'2nd day of February, A. D. 1925. 

[Superior Court, San Diego County, Cal.] 


J. B. McLEES, 

County Clerk and Ex-officio Clerk 
of Superior Court in and for 
the County of San Diego, 

Bv MARY DUFFY, 

Deputy Clerk. 


County of Sax Dtego, 

State of California, ss: 


I hereby certify, that I believe the facts stated in the 
above License to be true, and that upon due inquiry there 
appears to be no legal impediment to the marriage of 
Richard Rodney Dennett and Margaret Derby Buckley 
That said parties were joined in Marriage by me on the 2nd 
day of February, A. D. 1925, in San Diego, said County and 
State; That Mrs. R. E. DeTemple a resident of San Diego, 
County of San Diego State of California; and Mildred 
Wiley a resident of San Diego , County of San Diego State 
of California, were present as witnesses of said ceremony. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set mv hand this 2nd 

* * 

day of February, A. D. 1925. 

Signature of party performing ceremony: Roy H. 
Campbell. 

Official position or denomination of Minister performing 
ceremony: Minister First Congregational Church. 

Recorded at request of Rev. Campbell, Feb. 16, 1925, 
9 o’clock A. M. 

JOHN H. FERRY, 

County Recorder, 

1 By A. FOGELSTROM, 

Deputy. 
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83 Ms State of California, 

County of San Diego, ss: 

I, 0. M. Swope, County Recorder in and for San Diego 
County, State of California, do hereby certify that I have 
compared the foregoing copy with the original redord of a 
certain marriage certificate found and appearing df record 
in Book No. 69 of marriages at Page 498 et seq., and that 
the same is a full, true and correct copy of such original 
record and the whole thereof. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my l^and and 
affixed my official Seal this 16th day of September A. D. 
1932. 

"[seal.] 0. M. SWOPE, 

i 7 

County Recorder, 
ByE. BAEPLEli, 

Deputy Recorder. 

84 that the detective did not say anything abbut what 
he would charge in case a divorce was obtained. 

On redirect-examination, the witness testified asi follows: 
(Marriage license offered in evidence and received. 
Marked Plaintiff’s Exhibit 1.) 

Witness’s mother did not visit his home at any tpne from 
the date his wife and family moved here until thb time of 
the raid; that his mother is practically an invalid jand it is 
quite hard for her to get around; that witness did not talk 
with his mother about the case except to discuss the part 
of the cross-bill that pertained to her; that witnes$’s sister 
visited them only once; that she was pregnant and jher baby 
was born on March 7; that this was the sister the nursemaid 
went to help the night of the raid. That he was Mistaken 
in stating the amount of his pay and allowances in his prior 
testimony; that his base pay was $230, his rental allowance 
$80 and his subsistence allowance $36; that his night pay 
was one-half his base pay; that his flight pay stepped on 
September 30 and it was not continued until February 24; 
that his average monthly expenditures for 1930-1{}31 were: 
rent $50, gas, light and water $17.96, coal and wobd $11.04, 
telephone $7.42, food $90. After he went to Akroh he tried 
to reduce his food bill to $11 a week, milk $11.37 ja month, 

automobile $7, insurance for himself $41.78, clotjhing for 

| 
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himself $12, clothing for his wife $20, clothing for the 
children $5 each per month, insurance, endowment policy, 
for his wife $33.25, insurance for the wife, accident policy 
$1.25, insurance for the children $4 a month, serving help 
$30 after the nursemaid was hired; household expenditures 
$20.92, cleaning and pressing $4, luncheon $10, miscellane¬ 
ous expenditures $6, making a total expense of $362.99 
exclusive of entertainment; that his total income during 
1931 was $419.22 per month plus his insurance, of $41.78, 
which was taken out by the Department; that in Sep- 
85 tember 1931 his pay was decreased $115 per month 

and his total income for 1931 was $5,187 and his total 
expenditures including insurance was $4,355.88; that dur¬ 
ing 1931 he saved $270, and cash disbursements during that 
year amounted to $561.12, and during that period the 
Defendant had an account with the grocerv store which she 

c 1 * 

used to buy extra food and he paid the monthly bills; that 
the name of the store was Buchanan, in Lakewood, N. J.; 
that he first employed Watts to see what was happening 
at his home; that there was an unwholesome atmosphere 
and he could not figure out the situation; that he can’t say 
that he first employed Watts to get evidence for a divorce; 
that when his wife said she was going to the moving pic¬ 
tures and she seemed to leave the house before the gather¬ 
ing left and she spent so much time preparing herself for 
the moving pictures, when she was supposed to go alone, he 
thought she was leaving the house to join the party after¬ 
wards ; that on one evening his wife supposedly went to the 
movies, came upstairs quietly, took off her clothes, “if they 
were not already off I can’t say” and as she got in bed the 
neighborhood clock struck three. The next morning at 
breakfast she inquired if he had ever heard the neighbor¬ 
hood clock strike and he said no because he did not want 
her to know he had heard the clock strike three when she 
got in; that he has looked for this clock since then but has 
not been able to locate it, but has heard it since that. Due 
to atmospheric conditions, this was the first night the clock 
had been heard; that his wife’s usual excuse when she left 
the house was that she was going to the movies or window 
shopping. 

On recross-examination, the witness testified as follows: 

That in 1928 or 1929 he had his wife sign a deed to some 
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real estate in Seattle, Wash. 4 4 The property ^vas my 
mother’s.” My mother after she died wanted to have the 
property go to me and she did not want it to go to [anybody 
else except me and the children; that he did not give 
86 her anything for signing it; that he and his wife had 
received a beautiful set of silver-ware as a !weddin<? 
present; that Plaintiff’s mother visited them at Lakewood 
and they visited her at Atlantic City; that witnessfs father 
died September 17, 1928. 


The plaintiff was recalled to the stand for redirecjt-exami- 
nation and testified as follows: 


That witness’s mother visited them in Seattle jin 1925; 
that Defendant took offense and went into a fit of jjcalousv; 
that witness did not recall the circumstances. 

That on the 24th of February he left Washington! went to 
Lakehurst, returning to Washington on the 25th j of Feb¬ 
ruary; that on Friday, the 18th of March, he left Washing¬ 
ton for Lakehurst, returning to Washington abput 5:30 
Sundav, the 20th of March; that on Fridav the 25th of 
March, he left Washington and went to Lakehu|rst, and 


returned to Washington on Sunday the 27th of Match; that 
on Sunday the 10th of April, he left Washington fot Akron, 


Ohio, returning to Washington on Thursday the 
April. 


14th of 


On further cross-examination, the plaintiff tesjtified as 
follows: 


That he has refreshed his memory as to these dates by 
reference to his flight log covering the first thr^e days; 
that he went to Lakehurst on business; that he! went to 
Akron on duty; that his orders to Akron were djated the 
11 th and he left on the day before so he would be in Akron 
Monday morning; that he had to request orders jin order 
to go; that the reason he wanted to go was so he coqld leave 
his wife alone because he had hired detectives and he wanted 
to get away; that he killed two birds with one stonej; that he 
is referring to his wife as one of the birds that he killed. 

Charles C. Tatum was called as a witness and, after being 
duly sworn, testified as follows: 

That he resides at 1331 M St., N. W.; that he is Employed 
by J. F. Watts; that he knows LieutenantjDennett 
87 and knows the Defendant; that he was j given a 
description of her by Lieutenant Dennett arid Watts 


i 


i 

i 

i 

i 
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and directed to observe her, which he did for the first time 
on March 18, 1932; that he made notes on scraps of paper 
and the next morning typed them for Watts; that he does 
not have the original notes; that it is necessary for him to 
refer to notes to refresh his memory; that on March 18, 
1932, he observed Mrs. Dennett and Lucille Bohrer come out 
of the house at 3839 Garfield Street about 3:15, go up to 
Wisconsin Avenue and take a street car, and he fololwed in 
his car; that they went down to the vicinity of 7th and E 
Sts., N. W., and went into a Five and Ten Cent Store; that 
he there got a good look at Mrs. Dennett and her maid; that 
after shopping around they took a car to Wisconsin Avenue 
and Garfield; got off the car and walked down Garfield 
about one-half block; that at that time a Metropolitan Police 
car A—100 came up, and they held a five minute conversa¬ 
tion and then continued on down the street and entered the 
house, 3839 Garfield; that he again took up his position at 
7 o’clock that night. 

The Defendant objected to the materiality of this testi¬ 
mony and Mr. Creech stated it was for the purpose of prov¬ 
ing an adulterous disposition of the Defendant. 

That the night March 18 there was what the witness as¬ 
sumed to be a big party going on at the house; at 7:30 the 
maid entered the house from a Ford roadster; at 9:15 a 
woman and man entered the house; that about 10:17 a 
woman and a man entered the house from a car bearing 
Virginia license 72423; then one man came out and drove 
away; that at 12:45 two men and a woman came out of the 
house and drove away in the Virginia car; that he heard 
some noise; that there was quite a bit of laughter and fun 
going on in the house; that he did not see very much this 
night outside of that; there may have been some liquor. 

At about 7:30 p. m. March 19 he again took his position 
near the Dennett home; that about 7:30 a Buick ar- 
88 rived. Mrs. Dennett, Miss Bohrer and one man got 
out and went in; that about 9 o’clock Mrs. Dennett 
left the house and took a street car to Georgetown and got 
off at one of two car stops; that he did not see her and was 
unable to tell where she went; that he went back to watch 
the house; that Mrs. Dennett had not returned at 2:30; that 
there was a big party going on and everybody who had been 
in there left, but nobody came in; that he left his position 
of observation about 2:30. 
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That he again watched the house on March 2j2; that he 
took his position about 9:40; that Mrs. Dennett left the 
house at 8:35 that she got on a car going toward George¬ 
town at 8:40; that she got off the street car at P Street in 
Georgetown; that he returned to the Dennett hduse; that 
Miss Bohrer and a man left at 2 a. m.; that Mr^5. Dennett 
had not returned at 2:30 a. m., at which time he left; that 

he does not know whether Lieut. Dennett was hotne. 

1 

That he again watched the Dennett house on .March 24, 

« '— I _ 

1932; that he took up his position at 7:55; that |Mrs. Den¬ 
nett left alone about 8:15; that she entered the drugstore on 
Wisconsin and Garfield, bought cosmetics and|left; that 
he followed her a distance of about three-quarters of a 
block and lost her; that he then quit for the evening. 

That he again observed the Dennett house on |March 26; 
taking up his position about 7 o’clock; that a m^n entered 
the house about 8 o’clock from a Ford touring caii, tag num¬ 
ber P-7096; that the Ford car \vas driven away by another 
man; that a man and Mrs. Dennett left the hcjuse about 
10 o’clock in a taxicab after walking up to Winconsin and 
Garfield; that about 12:05 a man and Mrs. Dennett returned 
in cab H-2929 and both entered the house; that the milk 
was delivered about 3:15 and Mrs. Dennett ancjl the man 
were still in the house; that the lights upstairs went on 
and out from time to time, in about fifteen minute intervals; 
that the man left the house about 4:35, he walked out on 
the porch, Mrs. Dennett came out on the porch land stood 
close to him for a short time; that the man then walked 
upon to Garfield and went to the 1800 block of Wis- 
89 consin Avenue; that he is positive it Avap Adrian; 

that that was where Adrian got out of the car and 
walked through an areaway; that Miss Bohrer was not in 
the house that night; that the children vrere in jthe house 
by themselves from 10 to about 12; that on this ijught Mrs. 
Dennett had on a red hat when she came homg; that at 
4:35, when she came out on the porch, he could te|l that she 
did not have on any street clothes—that it looked more like 
pajamas than anything else. 

That he next observed the house on March 30 ;j that Mrs. 
Dennett left the house about 8 o’clock, went up to the drug¬ 
store on Wisconsin Avenue and stayed in there abqut twenty 
minutes; that she met Adrian on the corner and they got in 
a taxicab, H-187; that he knew Adrian; that he lo^t them at 
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13th and Massachusetts Avenue in the traffic; that he did 
not return to the house to watch that night. 

That he next observed the Dennett house on April 5, 
1932; that Mrs. Dennett left the house at 7:45, walked to 
the drugstore on Wisconsin Avenue and returned; that 
she left the house about 8 o’clock with two men in car Xo. 
T-084; that they drove to 606 Eye Street and blew the horn 
a number of times; that nobody came and they rode around 
the block, came back, blew again, and a man came out from 
upstairs, 606 Eye Street, and talked with them for about, 
ten minutes, then they drove away; that on the way to 
town he observed Mrs. Dennett and the man sitting on her 
right kissing each other many times; that it was a rainy 
night and he lost them after leaving 606 Eye Street. 

That he next observed the Dennett home on April 7, 
1932; that Mrs. Dennett left the house about 8:45, walked 
to Wisconsin Avenue, took a street car, got off at 29th and 
X and walked to 25tli and K; that Mrs. Dennett entered the 
apartment 2500 K St., X. W., about 9 o’clock; that she 
entered the door going into Darby’s apartment; that about 
11 o’clock a policeman in uniform came out with Mrs. Den¬ 
nett and took her home in a car, Virginia tag 744757; 
90 that they got home about 11:20; that the witness left. 

That he next observed the Dennett home on April 

10, 1932; that there were men in and out of the house from 

about 8:30 until 9:40; that Mrs. Dennett and a man went 

to 30th and X" Streets about 11:15; that they returned in 

about twentv minutes and Mrs. Dennett went in the house 
* 

and the man drove away; that witness left for about an 
hour and a half and came back; that about 12:30 a man 
came out of the house and drove away in a car; that it was 
not the same man who had been there earlier in the evening; 
that about 12:45 every light in the house was still burning, 
and car T-1217 was parked in front; that witness’s notes 
do not show anything about a man going in and coming out 
of the house from 8:20 to 9:40. 

That he again observed the Dennett house on April 11, 
1932; that he took his position about 8:30; that at 9:30 Mrs. 
Dennett and a man entered from a taxicab; that the lights 
upstairs were turned on, and about 9:45 the lights upstairs 
were dimmed and then went off; that about 12:45 all lights 
downstairs were off, the lights upstairs went on, then all 
lights went off; that at 1:30 the lights downstairs flashed on 


73 


i 

MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNETiT. 

I 

and off, and right after that the lights upstairs fished on 
and off: that about 1:40 the lights upstairs camq on; that 
about 2 o’clock the lights upstairs went off, and ajbout 2:30 
the lights upstairs flashed on and off; that about! 3 o’clock 
the lights upstairs came on, and about 3:15 the lights went 
off; that no further movements were made and the lights 
were not turned on until four o’clock, when thb witness 
left. ! 

Question— 4 ‘That was the night of April 10 and ^he morn¬ 
ing of April 11?” j 

Answer—“Yes, sir.” 

That it was at 9.30 he recognized Adrian whoj entered; 
that he was still there at four o’clock in the morning; that 
no one else was at home that night. 

That he next observed the Dennett hom<j on April 
91 12; that he recognized Adrian enter the hc^use about 

8 o ’clock in the evening; that Adrian and jMrs. Den¬ 
nett left about 8:30, walked to Wisconsin Avenue and took 
a cab downtown; that they went to a show and he [went back 
to the house and waited for them; that Mrs. De'nnett and 
a man got out of a cab and entered the house aboijt 12; that 
Adrian came out of the house about 1:37; that he!shadowed 
him down Wisconsin Avenue to the 1800 block and that he 
went through the same little areaway that night. I 

That he next observed the Dennett house on'April 16; 
that Mrs. Dennett and Adrian left about 8:40, walked to 
Wisconsin Avenue and took a cab; that Mrs. Dennett and 
a man returned in a cab and entered the housd about 10 
o’clock, and about 2:15 Adrian left the house, jwalked to 
Wisconsin Avenue, got a cab, went to the 1800 blopk of Wis¬ 
consin, got out, walked through the areaway to 18th Street 
and entered 1725 18th St., N. W.; that Lieut. Dennett was 
with the witness and watched that night. 

That he next watched the Dennett house on April 17; 
that he was alone for a short time; that he tqok up his 
position about 8:15; that at 8:40 Mrs. Dennett apd Adrian 
left the house with another woman, walked to .Wisconsin 
Avenue, took a cab; that he was joined by Watt^ and Den¬ 
nett, who were with him when Mrs. Dennett ajid Adrian 
returned to the house about 11:40 without the othfer woman; 
that the lights went on upstairs for 15 minutes, (then went 
off; that Adrian had entered the house with Mrd. Dennett; 
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that the witness, Dennett, and Watts entered the house 
about 12:30; that Dennett went up on the porch followed by 
the witness, and Watts was behind; that Dennett opened the 
door as quiet as he could 4 4 but the door makes some noise, 
but when we entered she had jumped up off the sofa and 
Mr. Adrian was still sitting in the sofa;” that Mrs. 
92 Dennett was rather excited, was not hysterical; 

that she began to explain to Dennett how Adrian was 
in to keep her company and Dennett said a few things 
vrhich showed her that he knew different, and then she 
reconciled herself and saw that she was apparently caught; 
that when they went in Mrs. Dennett said, “This is Mr. 
Adrian/’ and Lieut. Dennett said, “Funny I have never 
met him before;” then she took a seat in the chair and 
Dennett got up on the arm of the sofa; that Adrian was 
sitting on the sofa and Dennett talked cross to her and told 
her—he did not curse; he was not excited and used no force 
whatsoever; that witness cannot recall any of the exact 
words but in substance Dennett said to her, “You are the 
lowest form of womanhood or motherhood that I have ever 
seen;” that Dennett then asked her if she still loved him 
and she said, 44 No, I have not for some time;” that after 
some more conversation she told Dennett she did not want 
to talk to him; that Watts then 44 in a really soothing man¬ 
ner took up the conversation with her” and asked why she 
was burning matches and she said 4 4 she was burning 
bridges;” that Watts then asked her if she thought she was 
the right kind of a woman to raise children and she said 
44 No, that she did not think she was;” that Watts then 
asked her if she had not been guilty of adultery and she 
said yes. 

The witness was then asked, 44 Q. Did she say that she 
had committed adultery with Adrian?” 44 A. She implied 
that.’ ’ 

That Watts then said, 4 4 You have been in the house here 
with this man at very late hours of the night, in fact, you 
were with him nearly all night on several occasions, and he 
says, 4 You are guilty, aren’t you guilty of adultery?’, and 
she says 4 Yes, I am’.” 

That Mrs. Dennett would not talk to Dennett but seemed 
to talk like she was interested in what Watts had to say; 
that Watts stated, 44 One of you should leave the house”; 
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that he asked if she wanted to leave or if jshe wanted 

93 Dennett to leave; that after some little! time Mrs. 
Dennett said, “Well, I will leave the hou^e.” 

That witness was in there for almost two ahd one-half 
hours and there was verv much conversation; that Mrs. 
Dennett left the house about 3 o’clock with Adrian; that 
she took some baggage with her; that witness has been em¬ 
ployed by Watts for about two months but cs|n not give 
the exact dates; that he had never done anv detective work 
before; 

“Q. On the night of April 3 7th when they edme back in 
at 11:30, how was Mrs. Dennett dressed?” “Aj. Mrs. Den¬ 
nett was dressed in pajamas, wide pants, beachj pajamas.” 

“Q. I mean when they came in from the theater, that 
evening, when thev came into the house?” “A. When thev 
came into the house? 

“Q. You stated they came in the house at 11:30, that it 
was after ll? o’clock before you went into the lipuse. I am 
talking about when she went to the house, when bhe came in 
how was she dressed? “A. I do not recall hdw she was 
dressed. 

“Q. Did she have on street clothes or not? “A. Oh, 
ves, she had on street clothes that night when she came in. 
That was the last night. We walked in on themj. 

“Q. Yes. “A. She had street clothes on. 

“Q. When you went into the living room at 112:30, how 
was she dressed then? “A. She had on wide plants, beach 
pajamas.” 

i 

i 

On cross-examination, the witness testified as follows: 

The notes used by the witness were marked defendant’s 
Exhibit No. 1 for identification. | 

Witness is 21, lives with his mother, has beeh in Wash¬ 
ington about three years, was file clerk, j Bureau of 

94 Investigation, in Washington, employed bv J. Edgar 
Hoover for two years and three months; jie resigned 

from his position; he did not have another position in view 
at the time; he did not like the work, was tiredj of it; that 
he made arrangements to work with Watts during five davs 
annual leave which was coming to him; that he j did not in¬ 
tend to resign when he took his leave; that he ^vas making 
$105 a month in the government; that his pay jwith Watts 
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all depends on how much he does; that he does not know 
how much his pay is; that he is paid only for the work he 
does; that the Dennett case was the first one he worked on 
but he has worked on others since; that he does not recall 
the exact date he went to work for Watts; that he has not 
received full pay for the Dennett case and does not know 
what it will amount to; that he does not know how much 
he will get out of it; that he does not keep a record of 
what he earns; that he cannot tell how much he has been 
paid on the case; that he has a weekly drawing account of 
about $15; that he does not know how much Watts has 
paid him on the Dennett case; that Watts pays him by the 
dav; that on the first dav he worked on the case Watts 
gave him $2; that Watts gave him $2 the second day: that 
he has a vague memory of this; that he used Watts’ car in 
his work on this case; that sometimes he would go to the 
Dennett house ahead of Watts but usually Watts and he 
would go together; that he does not remember how much 
Watts paid him the third night but it was around $2; that 
Watts paid him around $2 the fourth night: that he does 
not know how much more he is to get; that Watts told him 
he would get more; that he is supposed to get it whenever 
Watts wants to give it to him; that his testimony does not 
have anything to do with how much he will get; that he 
has no idea how much more he is to get but it is approxi¬ 
mately around $2; that he is not working for the money in 
this case; that he likes the work and makes enough to live 
on; that he goes to school and that is all he is in- 
95 terested in; that he has been attending George Wash¬ 
ington University ever since he came to town; that 
he pays to go to school; that his mother is not permanently 
employed but has some property; that he helps her some 
when he can and she helps him when she can; that he does 
not write shorthand* that on March 18 when witness testi¬ 
fied Mrs. Dennett and Lucille Bohrer stopped to talk to 
police car A-400, the police did not get out of the car when 
Mrs. Dennett and Miss Bohrer went in the house; that this 
was all witness saw on that day; that he was driving a new 
Ford, tag number F-738, belonging to Watts; that Watts 
furnished the oil and gas; that he was alone on that occa¬ 
sion; that that night his car was parked on a cross street, 
the name of which he does not know, about 75 yards awav 
from the house; that he cannot say the woman who left 
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the house at 9:25 that night was Mrs. Dennett; that he does 
not know that he saw Mrs. Dennett at all that n^ght and his 
notes do not say that he did; that he does nolj know who 
the people in the house were calling on that night. 

That on March 19 he does not remember whether Watts 
was with him; that his notes do not show that Watts was 
there; that he sat in the car and watched the houise; that the 
weather was bad that night but he stood it foj $2 a day; 
that he was about 75 yards from the house, or about 220 
and some feet; that the woman who came to the house at 
7:50 that night in a Buick was Miss Bohrer; that Mrs. Den¬ 
nett was with her; that he heard Miss Bohrer say to some 
man as she went up the steps, “You will regret these 
words”; that he was 75 yards away in a closed coupe at 
that time; that everything is very still out there and he 
could hear a word almost a block; that Mrs. Bennett and 
one of the men went in the house; that a few minutes later 
about 8 o’clock, the man who had been left in th^ car drove 
away; that about 9 o’clock Mrs. Dennett left alone; 
96 that Miss Bohrer and a man were still in the house; 

that when he returned to the Dennett home after 
following Mrs. Dennett to Georgetown and losing her, he 
found a Ford parked in front of the house; that 25 minutes 
later, at 9:55, two couples left the Dennett hojuse in this 
Ford, No. P-7096; that Mrs. Dennett had not coihe back yet 
and he had not seen Miss Bohrer come out of the house; 
that at 10:45 four more couples entered the fyouse; that 
about 12:30 two women and a man left the hcjmse in car 
P-7096; that car P-7096 came back and three douples left 
in it around 2:15; that he had not seen Mrs. Dennett from 
the time he lost her in Georgetown; that he is shye none of 
the people he saw come in was Mrs. Dennett; thgt it is pos¬ 
sible one of those couples was her; that he did not say in his 
direct examination that Mrs. Dennett had not returned up 
to the time he left at 2:30; that as he recalls it she had on 
her red hat that night; that there is nothing in the notes 
about how she was dressed; that he does not say in his 
notes that she did not come in but after looking at his notes 
he is positive she did not; that it was very darl^ and rainy 
that night; that he had originally shown in hi^ notes for 
that night that at 8:30 a car came and took ajvay a boy, 
age 12 or 14; that these notes were stricken out hbout three 
days later after talking with Lieut. Dennett 4 n ^ finding 
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that Dennett had no child that age; that he remembers it 
was a large car; that he could not see the license number 
and did not consider it significant enough at that time to 
go to the corner and look at it; that it was the custom in all 
instances where license numbers of cars have been given 
in his testimony to drive his car by and get the license num¬ 
ber; that if the car was pulling out, he would follow it in 
his car until he could pick up the license number; that it 
never took over three or four minutes to follow a car and 
get the license number, and that he would then go 
97 back and park his car in the same position; that 

there were onlv two or three times that he drove 

•/ 

a wav to get the license number of a car; that at other times 

he would drive slowlv bv the house and then come back 

* *' 

to his position; that on these occasions he did not turn 
around in front of the house but drove to the next corner; 
that on two occasions there were one or two minutes when 
he did not know what was going on with respect to who 
was coming in or going out of the house while he was fol¬ 
lowing another car to get the license number; at other times 
he got the license number as the car passed him. 

That his report of March 22 does not show what time 
he got back to the Dennett house after following Mrs. Den¬ 
nett to Georgetown, but he came back as soon as he could 
get back; that there is nothing in his notes to show what 
time he got back; that he watched the house until around 
two o’clock according to his recollection; that he made no 
inquiry as to who lived at 3255 P St., N. W. 

That he does not remember the occasion of March 26 

or anv other occasion bv dates; that March 26 is the date 
•- * 

Dennett told him the red-headed woman would be out of 
town; that he does not know where Dennett was that night 
and does not know if Dennett was home, but after referring 
to his notes he says Dennett was out of town; that there 
is nothing in his notes to show that Dennett was out of 
town that night; that he knows it however because it was 
one of the nights that Adrian remained until 4:35; that he 
did not see Dennett that night; that Watts was with him 
on that occasion; that there is nothing in his notes to show 
that Watts was with him on that night but he remembers 
Watts was there and said “There is the milk being de¬ 
livered” about 3:1:5; that he does not have a recollection of 
whether Watts went out with him that night but after look- 
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ing at his notes he says that Watts came but about 

98 9:30; that Watts came in another car and parked be¬ 
hind his car and then sat with the witness ip. his car; 

that no one else was present; that Watts staye4 until he 
left that night; that there is nothing in the reporjt to show 
what time Watts came or if Watts came at all; that there 
are no other reports which do show it; that his hotes for 
that evening show a reference to Ford touring car P-7096 
with a question mark; that he questioned the number of the 
car because possibly he did not get the right numjber; that 
'he does not recall how he got that number; that jhe is not 
sure about the number; that he does not know the name of 
the street where he was parked, but it is at right angles 
to Dennett’s house; that he asked Dennett the! distance 
from the place where he was parked to his house and Den¬ 
nett told him that house was less than 75 yards and he 
took Dennett’s word for it because Dennett kpows the 
neighborhood better than the witness does; that Wisconsin 
Avenue and Garfield Street is about three blocks from 
where he was parked; that he could not see Wisconsin Ave. 
and Garfield Street from where he was parked; that on 
this occasion he followed Mrs. Dennett when she left the 
house until they took a cab H-740 when he returned to the 
house in his same position and remained there until around 
12; that he does not recall whether Watts was with him on 
that occasion; that if his recollection is right Witts went 
with him to shadow Mrs. Dennett up to Wisconsin Ave. and 
Garfield St.; that they rode in the witness’s eaij F-7838; 
that he does not know why he did not follow Mrsj Dennett 
and this man when they got in a cab that night ;| but that 
he wanted to get the evidence on her in the housej; that he 
had no instructions to get the evidence in the hon^e, but he 
had agreed to get it in the home; that he does not remember 
whether Watts had anything to do with his failure jto follow 
Mrs. Dennett in the taxicab that night; that there is nothing 
in the.report which shows the man with Mrs} Dennett 

99 at this time was Adrian; that he knows it wajs Adrian 
because he got a good look at him later tl^at night 

when he shadowed him to the 1800 block of Wisconsin Ave¬ 
nue; that Watts was with him at 12:05 when tile report 
shows “man and subject return in taxicab H-2929 ^nd both 
entered the house ’ ’; that he does not know what milk truck 
delivered milk that morning; that he might have gone up 


i 

i 

i 
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on Wisconsin Avenue during that night to eat when Mrs. 
Dennett left the house; that he does not know “where we 
went”; that he does not know how long it took to eat; that 
he does not remember if he left again that night; that he 
had to answer a call of nature that night and went up in 
the woods on the hill; that he could watch the Dennett house 
from there; that Watts did not go with him; that he could 
see the house from up on the hill; that Watts stayed with 
him until 4:35 that morning and that they both left to¬ 
gether ; that his memorandum describing the man who went 
to Wisconsin Ave. and Garfield St., and to the 1800 block of 
Wisconsin Ave. and got out of the cab, says “may have 
entered 1818”; thht this was later stricken out in pencil 
because the witness was confused and did not know whether 
the man entered 1818 or went through an areaway and 
when he later found out where Adrian lived he struck out 
that; that he would not swear whether the man did or did 
not enter 1818; that his report of this night shows “man 
left, subject came out on porch and stood close to subject 
for short time”; that this was an error in his typewriting; 
that Mrs. Dennett stood close to Adrian on the porch that 
night; that he can not say how close because he “could not 
see that”; that the distance of 60 to 75 yards is too great; 
that he does not recall whether there were any lights on 
the porch; that he could not distinguish the features of the 
lady on the porch but that she was tall and the same shape 
and build as Mrs. Dennett; that he does not recall whether 
any light was on downstairs in the house; that he 
100 could not tell how close these people were together, 
but could tell that Mrs. Dennett was not in her street 
clothes; that he can not state what her street clothes were ; 
that she had a coat on when she came in with Adrian, in the 
evening, but he could tell she did not have or her street 
clothes; that it “must have been a kimono or pajamas of 
some kind”; that he could see her and when she was on 
the porch she did not have on street clothes; that he was 
not closer at any time than he has previously stated; that 
he cannot definitely say what clothes she had on; that he 
judged from the shape and contour of the lines that they 
were not street clothes; that there is a street light there and 
the porch can be seen pretty plainly; that there are lamp 
posts in the vicinity of the house but he does not recall 
where they are located; he does not remember where the 



MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNElfT. 81 

I 

lights come from; that the lights were not burning on his 
automobile. 

That he remembers the night of April 5 when Mrs. Den¬ 
nett got in the car T-8084 with two men; that he n^ver made 
any inquiry as to who owned the car; that he didj not get a 
good enough look at the two men to see whether one of 
them was Adrian; that at that time he knew Adrian when 
he saw him; that one of the men in the car answered 
Adrian’s description closely; that he could not sgy it was 
Adrian on the porch the night before but the Reason he 
knew it was Adrian was because he went to the 1800 block 
on Wisconsin Ave.; that he does not know who li^es at 606 
Eye Street and does not know the man who carge out to 
the car and talked; that the car Mrs. Dennett ^as riding 
in that night was either a sedan or a brougham; that Mrs. 
Dennett sat in the middle between the two men; that the 
tag is District of Columbia T-8084, but he does not know 
who owns that car; that they got into the car right in front 
of the house; that he followed them and sometimes jwas very 
close to them and at other times would drop back a little 
bit; that the closest he got was when they would stop 
101 at a light and he would be right behind them; that 
the route thev followed is not in his notes abd he does 
not recollect the route; that he does not remember whether 
anyone was with him that night; that he does liot recall 
whether Watts was with him that night and there is noth¬ 
ing in his notes to indicate it; that he does not knjnv which 
of the two men was driving; that he did not pay jmuch at¬ 
tention to the one who was driving; that he saw Mrs. Den¬ 
nett was paying all of her attention to the man on tjhe right; 
that he did not have a bit of trouble seeing t^eta kiss 
each other; that he does not remember when they kissed 
the first time; that he does not remember just w^ien they 
kissed but it was numerous times; that witness w^s riding 
in the same coupe that he used on all these occasions; that 
at one time he was on the right side just about eyen with 
them when they stopped at a red light but he cbuld not 
tell if Adrian was in the car; that it was a veyy rainy, 
foggy night and he could just see the figures; th^t he did 
see them kiss many times, despite the rain and ijog; that 
he did not see them kiss on the porch; that he |loes not 
know whether Dennett was home that night; 

6—5904a 
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That on April 7 he followed Mrs. Dennett to an apart¬ 
ment at 2500 K St.; that he was about 50 ft. or more behind 
her; that he had to park his car before following her into 
the building; that he does not know exactly how far behind 
her he was when she entered the building, but he was far 
enough back to see which door she entered; that the apart¬ 
ment house has several outside doors leading to different 
sections of the building, each section containing about 15 
apartments; that she entered the outside door she would go 
in if she were going to Darby’s apartment, but he did 
not see her go to Darby’s apartment; that she would enter 
the same door if she were going to any number of other 
apartments; that he does not recall the number of 
102 Darby’s apartment; that he does not know Darby; 

that Dennett told him Darby lived in that vicinity 
and he went to the resident manager of the building and in¬ 
quired if Darby lived in that apartment house; that Dennett 
had said he suspected Darby when he first talked to the 
detective about the case; 

That he does not recall having seen Mrs. Dennett on 
April 10th; that he does not recall whether Watts was with 
him that night; that his report does not indicate that he 
saw Mrs. Dennett or that Watts was with him that night; 

That on April 11 he recalls that Watts was with him but 
does not recall what time Watts got there and does not 
recall how much time Watts spent with him that night; 
that there is nothing in the report indicating who was with 
him; that he did not get a very good look at the man who 
got out of the Diajnond cab with Mrs. Dennett at 9:30 and 
w r ould not want to say who he was but “he followed Mr. 
Adrian’s habit in Coming down to the house in a Diamond 
cab”; that he did not get the number of the cab and will 
not say whether it was Adrian or not; that he does not 
know whether Miss Bohrer was in the house that night and 
there is nothing in his report to indicate that she was not 
there; that he does not know whether Dennett was in the 
house that night; that all he saw was the lights go on and 
off. 

That on the night of April 12 he remembers Adrian en¬ 
tered the house about 8:00; that he is sure it was Adrian 
that night; that his report as originally written does not 
contain Adrian’s name but says “looks like same man who 
spent night there on 11th”; that later when he ascertained 
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Adrian’s name he changed the report to sjhow that 
‘‘ Adrian ’ ’ entered the house at 8:05; that he did; not learn 
Adrian’s name until the night of the raid and tHat his re¬ 
port was changed after the raid; that he had not in- 

103 tended to bring his notes into the court rpom; that 
he does not know definitely why he made tjie change 

in his report; that he did not go into the Fox Theatre with 
them but returned to the house; that he does not l|now what 
kind of a cab Adrian and Mrs. Dennett returned! home in; 
that he does not recall whether Watts was with him that 
night and there is nothing in the report to indicate it; 

That lie did not watch the house between Aptil 12 and 
April 16; that Dennett had told him Mrs. Dennett was sick 
during that period; that he does not know whether Dennett 
was home the night Mrs. Dennett and Adrian wfent to the 
Fox Theatre and he does not know whether Miss Bohrer 
was home; 

That on April 16 Dennett was with the witness &nd Watts 
watching the house; that witness took up his position be¬ 
fore Dennett and Watts arrived; that Dennett and Watts 
joined him between 8:40 and 10:10; that when Mr^. Dennett 
and Adrian left the house he shadowed them ufc> to Wis¬ 
consin Avenue until they took a cab but did not follow them 
to see where they were going; that at 10:10 they Oame back 
in a cab and entered the house; 

That on April 17 Mrs. Dennett and Adrian leftj the house 
with another woman; that he did not know the other -woman 
at the time but has learned since it was Lucillp Bohrer; 
that at 11:40 Mrs. Dennett and Adrian returnjed to the 
house and the other woman was not with themj; that his 
report reads “subject went upstairs immediately and took 
off all clothes, put on wide pants beach pajamas and re¬ 
turned downstairs ’ ’; that he did not know from t)ie outside 
what she had done; and that his report is wh^t she ad¬ 
mitted when they went it; that Dennett had asked her why 
she had on beach pajamas and she said that sh^ went up¬ 
stairs and changed them; that she said the baby had not had 
its bottle; that she did not say she changed her 

104 clothes because she was going to feed the baby; that 
he does not know whether Adrian was ujpstairs or 

not; that he did not observe Adrian or any form of a man 
in the window when the lights were on upstairs;; that the 
shades were down; that he does not recall that he saw 
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Adrian go upstairs; that when he says things happened at 
a certain time he does not mean exactly that time but 
“about”; that his report shows 12:30 as the time of the 
raid, and also shows the time of the entry to have been 
changed in the report; that he does not recall what the re¬ 
port showed before the correction; that there did not seem 
to be any light from the outside before they entered; that 
he heard the radio from the outside before they entered; 
that he expected to find Adrian and Mrs. Dennett upstairs, 
but they were downstairs on the sofa; that Adrian remained 
seated; that witness was behind Watts and Dennett; that 
! he did not see Adrian in any way other than sitting up; 
that Dennett told Mrs. Dennett to leave; that Watts then 
asked her whether she would rather leave, or stay there 
and have the Lieutenant leave; and that after some de¬ 
liberation she said she would rather leave; that his report 
shows Dennett told her “to leave with Adrian” but that 
is not true in that she was not told to leave “with Adrian”; 
that his explanatioh of why his report shows she was told 
“to leave with Adrian” is that “in writing up one of these 
reports you just write the first thing that comes in your 
mind”; that he does not recall w’hetlier she was told “to 
leave with Adrian” but if the “report there says that, well, 
he told her to leave, leave with him, if you want to, go ahead, 
he is your man, leave with him”; that he has not discussed 
his testimony with anyone; that he has talked with Mr. 
Creech but not about his testimony; that he has talked with 
Watts about what dates Adrian w T as at the house and what 
dates he was not; that he has talked with Watts about what 
he, the witness, saw on these occasions and what was 
105 happening about the house; that he has not talked 
with Dennett, outside of that; that he told Watts last 
night that when he was on the stand the day before he had 
been asked on cross-examination how much he made, and he 
told Watts he had answered “about $2”; that he does not 
know of any particular reason why he told Watts this; that 
Watts knew as a matter of fact what it was; and witness 
had not been instructed not to tell him. 

On redirect-examination, the witness testified as follows: 

That the night of the raid Adrian had told the witness he 
had a habit of going through that areaway; that Dennett’s 
house sets on an elevation of 15 feet; that the watching was 
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all done from the west side of Wisconsin Avenue; that he 
dees not remember where the street lights are bi^t there 
are street lights on that intersection; that he had [a clear 
and unobstructed view of the house from his position. 

Miss Evelyn L. Jones was called as a witness oii behalf 
of the plaintiff, and after being duly sworn testified as 
follows: 

Lives at 1223 30th St., N. W., knows Miss Lucille Bohrer 
and Mrs. Dennett; that she met Mrs. Dennett through 
Lucille Bohrer but does not remember when and does not 
remember the month; that she had received a telegraim from 
Lucille stating that Lucille was coming to Washington and 
asking her to call; that when she did call she m^t Mrs. 
Dennett; that the Dennett’s had just moved here jat that 
time; that Lieut. Dennett was in the house when shg called 
and she met him at that time; that she called at th^ house 
again soon after that and Dennett was not at honje; that 
Dennett was home later that day; that Mrs. Dennjett and 
Lucille Bohrer were also there; that she does not re- 
106 call a ride taken by anyone that afternoon; that she 
did call at the apartment of Policeman Darby that 
night with Lucille Bohrer, Jack Mitchell, Darby, gnother 
girl and another boy; that Mrs. Dennett was not in the 
party; that she thinks Lucille Bohrer called Mrs. |)ennett 
and that later they all went back to the Dennett honie; that 
they took some liquor from the Darby apartment; that 
when they reached the Dennett home they had a cojuple of 
drinks, danced, and had some music; that witness left be¬ 
tween 11:30 and 12:00; that while she was there ^he saw 
Mrs. Dennett and Darby in the kitchen; that she h^s been 
at the Dennett home other times in the night to see Lucille; 
that she was there one Sunday night with Richard Mitchell 
but does not remember the month; that she got theile early 
in the afternoon and Dennett was home; Dennett took 
Lucille down to the railroad station and then camje back, 
got his suitcase and left the house; that she does ;not re¬ 
member having a conversation with Mrs. Dennett later in 
the day; that she can not recall Mrs. Dennett say|ng she 
had a date that evening, but does not think Mrs. pennett 
said anything to her; that she can not recall Mrs. lf>ennett 
saying she had a date with Raymond D. Adrian that eve- 
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ning; that she does not know whether Adrian was expected 
there around eight that evening; that she heard Mrs. Den¬ 
nett making a telephone call that evening but she does not 
know who she called; that Adrian called there that evening; 
that she was asleep when he came, and when she woke up 
Adrian was in the kitchen helping Mrs. Dennett fix some 
coffee and sandwiches; that witness left about 11:00, and 
Adrian and Mrs. Dennett were still there; that she called 
again at the house on a later date, and Adrian and Mrs. 
Dennett and the children were there; that it was about 5:00 
when she called; that Adrian and Mrs. Dennett were in the 
kitchen washing dishes; that she is acquainted with Jerry 
Saunders; that he told her yesterday that Dennett had said 
“we were not good enough to be associated with”; 
107 that she has known Adrian for quite a time but has 
not talked with him since this case has been in 
progress. 

On cross-examination the witness testified as fellows: 

That she has never talked with counsel for Mrs. Dennett; 
that Mr. Dennett asked her to come down and be a witness; 
that to her knowledge Dennett never made any objection to 
Lucille Bohrer’s having young men and young women up 
to the house; that she does not know whether Dennett met 
all of the people who came to his house but he met quite a 
few and did not indicate in any way by his conduct that he 
did not want them around there; that he did not participate 
in the entertainment going on; that he generally went out 
when folks did visit the house; that she has never seen or 
heard him say anything to Mrs. Dennett about these things; 
that nothing ever went on while she was present that was 
in any manner disrespectful; that she has never seen Mrs. 
Dennett conduct herself other than as a lady; that on the 
Sunday afternoon when she feel asleep on the couch Mrs. 
Dennett, Dick Mitchell and herself were present; that she 
took a nap because she was tired; that she was not under 
the influence of liquor; that she has stayed all night at the 
Dennett home at Lucille Bohrer’s invitation; that she slept 
with Lucille Bohrer and Dennett was home on these oc¬ 
casions. 

Richard Theodore Mitchell was called as a witness on 
behalf of the plaintiff and, after being duly sworn, testified 
as follows: 
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Lives at 3550 T St., N. W.; knows Mr. and Mrsj Dennett; 
knows where they live; that one Sunday in the ^arly part 
of April 1932 he made a call at the Denjiett home 

108 with Evelyn Jones; that Mrs. Dennett ^jvas home 
when they called; that Dennett came in la|ter in the 

afternoon and saw the witness there; that Dennett!left about 
6:00 or 6:30; that after Dennett left he heard Mr^. Dennett 
say Adrian was coming to see her about 8:00; thjat Adrian 
did not come at 8:00; that he heard Mrs. Dennejtt make a 
telephone call but could not hear what was said ;j that Mrs. 
Dennett made no statement to him about the call; that he 
could not hear what she said over the phone; that Adrian 
called at the Dennett home later that evening, about 10.00; 
that at the time he was sitting at the radio playing it, and 
Evelyn Jones was sitting on the divan; both were in the 
living room; that Adrian and Mrs. Dennett went lout in the 
kitchen and washed the dishes; that they finished jthe dishes 
in about fifteen minutes; that Adrian stayed c^ut in the 
kitchen and Mrs. Dennett went upstairs, and later Adrian 
went upstairs; that they were both upstairs atj the same 
time; that when Adrian went upstairs he went intb the bath¬ 
room ; that Mrs. Dennett was in the front bedrooijn and was 
not in the bathroom at the same time as Adriap; that he 
could hear through the floor; that he only knowjs what he 
could hear through the floor; that he was playing the radio 
and did not pay much attention; that Mrs. Dennett served 
sandwiches to eat that evening; that he was thbre on one 
occasion when intoxicating liquors were served; that he 
left about 11:30; that no liquors were served oi|l this first 
Sunday and that they left about 11:00 that Sunday; that 
Adrian and Mrs. Dennett and the children were tjhere when 
he left; that Adrian and Mrs. Dennett were upstairs at the 
same time that Sunday for about five or ten miiiutes; that 
he is acquainted with Adrian; that he has always found 
him a pretty nice fellow. | 

On cross-examination the witness testified as fallows: 

That he is 18 years old; is employed by his brother 

109 at the Mitchell Hardware Co.; that he went to the 
Dennett house that Sunday with Evelyn Jjones; that 

he thinks he must have been there more than tWice; that 
on the occasion when he testified there was some liquor 
there, he does not know who brought it; that it wafe whiskey; 
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that he did not see it but he saw some highballs which he 
tasted; that he does not know who served the highballs, 
they were brought in on a tray; that five couples were there 
that time; that it was about 9:00 in the evening; that Den¬ 
nett, Mrs. Dennett and Lucille Bohrer were there; that 
Lucille Bohrer introduced him to Dennett and Mrs. 
Dennett; that there was no bathroom on the first floor of 
the house. 

On redirect-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That Dennett was there on the evening the drinks were 
served; does not know whether there is a toilet in the base¬ 
ment. 

William James Conlyn was called as a witness on be¬ 
half of the plaintiff and, after being duly sworn, testified 
as follows: 

Lives at 1936 35th St., N. W.; knows Dennett and Mrs. 
Dennett; he called at their home during the month of 
February, 1932, in company with Richard Mitchell and 
Evelyn Jones; that Mrs. Dennett, the children, and Lucille 
Bohrer were there; Dennett was not there; that no police¬ 
men were there on. that occasion; that he called there the 
next evening; that Mrs. Dennett, Lucille Bohrer and two 
men were there; that he was introduced to the men but did 
not catch their names and does not remember the names; 
that they were not in uniform and he does not know whether 
or not they were policemen; that he arrived there 
110 about 8:30 and stayed about half on hour; that they 
went for a ride; that two cars were used; that he is 
not certain how many went but knows those that went in 
his car; that they stopped enroute and the young men with 
him got a pint of whiskey; there was whiskey in the other 
machine; that he is not certain who furnished the whiskey ; 
that thev rode around for about half an hour and then went 
back to Dennett’s house and stayed until about a quarter 
of twelve; that he and the people with him left; Mrs. Den¬ 
nett, Lucille Bohrer and the two gentlemen that were there 
remained; that he has not seen these two men since that 
night; that he called at the Dennett house once after that; 
that Mitchell, Evelyn Jones, Lucille Bohrer, and Mrs. Den¬ 
nett w T ere there; that he was there once more; that he was 
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there only once when liquor was served; that he (fid not see 
Dennett take anything to drink; that he is acquainted with 
Raymond D. Adrian; that the last real conversation he had 
with Adrian was about a month and a half ago; that the 
dav before he had asked Adrian how things were jgoing and 
Adrian said he wished it would hurry and get dver with; 
that Adrian made a reference to the fact that tike witness 
was getting paid $3 a day; that he told Adrian M was not; 
that he had appeared voluntarily; that this was jail of his 
conversation with Adrian. 

i 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That Dennett had called on the witness at ]home and 
asked him to come down on Sunday a week ago j (May 8); 
that he had met Dennett prior to that in Dennett’s home; 
that Dennett was alone when he came to see th$ witness; 
that Dennett did not say how he found the witness’s ad¬ 
dress ; that he does not know whether it was Mr$. Dennett 
or Lucille Bohrer who introduced him to Dennett but it 
was one of the two; that Dennett was reacting in the 
111 parlor at the time of the introduction; tha|t Dennett 
continued to read after passing a few remarks and 
then went upstairs about 9:30; that witness had called on 
Lucille Bohrer that evening in company with Miitchell and 
Evelyn Jones; that he does not know whether it was the 
first or second time he was in the Dennett home that he met 
Dennett; that he was there altogether four time^; that on 
his third call he was there for only half an hjour; that 
Mitchell and Evelyn Jones left with him; thht Lucille 
Bohrer was there but did not leave with him; thjat he had 
just stopped by there with those other friends to pay Lucille 
Bohrer a call; that Mrs. Dennett was not one of the four 
people who took a ride in his car from the Dennett house; 
that on this occasion the two cars did not go together when 
they left the house; that the whiskey which was picked up 
was not served at the Dennett house when they preturned; 
that liquor was not served there on the other j occasions 
when he referred to liquor being there, and that ^>ne of the 
fellows carried it with him and anyone who wanted a drink 
could have it; that no one got drunk; that one person drank 
too much; that witness drank some of it and other boys took 
some of it; that he did not see any of the girls take! any of it. 
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On redirect-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That highballs were made up that evening; that he did 
not notice whether Mrs. Dennett was drinking. 

Ware Carlisle Vernon was called as a witness on be¬ 
half of the plaintiff and, after being duly sworn, testified 
as follows: 

Lives 1804 37th St., N. W.; he knows Mr. and Mrs. 

112 Dennett; he called at the Dennett home one Friday 
night in March 1932; Mr. ond Mrs. Dennett, the three 

children, and Lucille Bohrer were present; that was his 
first visit to the Dennett home; he was next there Saturday 
night, Mr. and Mrs. Dennett, the three children and Lucille 
Bohrer were present; he stayed about half an hour on this 
occasion; 

He was next there Sunday night, and Mrs. Dennett, the 
three children, and Lucille Bohrer were present; 

He was next there Tuesday night and Dennett, the three 
children, and Lucille Bohrer were present; 

He next called on Thursday night, and Mrs. Dennett, the 
three children, and: Lucille Bohrer were present; 

He next called on Friday night; the three children, Mrs. 
Dennett, Lucille Bohrer, Mitchell and Evelyn Jones were 
present; that he does not remember whether Dennett was 
there or not; 

He next called on Saturday night; Mr. and Mrs. Dennett, 
the three children and Lucille Bohrer were there; 

He next called Sunday night; Mrs. Dennett, the three chil¬ 
dren, Lucille Bohrer, Evelyn Jones, and Mitchell were pres¬ 
ent ; no one else was present; 

He next called on Monday night; Mr. and Mrs. Dennett, 
the three children, and Lucille Bohrer were present, no one 
else was present; 

He next called Wednesday night; Mrs. Dennett, the three 
children and Lucille Bohrer were present; 

He next called Friday night; Mrs. Dennett, the three 
children, Mitchell, Evelyn Jones, and Virginia Howard 
were present; 

He next called Saturday night; Mrs. Dennett, Lucille 
Bohrer, the three children, and Adrian were present; Den¬ 
nett was not there; that he stayed until about 8 

113 o’clock anwent home; that Mrs. Dennett, Lucille 
Bohrer, and Adrian were there when he left; that he 
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returned at 10:00 the same night and found Mrs.j Dennett, 
Lucille Bohrer and Adrian there; that he left abput 10:15 
leaving* the same three people there; 

That he next called at the Dennett home abopt a week 
afterwards; that Mrs. Dennett, the three childrep and Lu¬ 
cille Bohrer were present; 

That he never called at the Dennett home afteij that; 

That the night he stated he left the house at 10 :Q0 o’clock, 
Mrs. Dennett left with Lucille Bohrer and him; thjat he had 
not seen her earlier that evening at the drugstore at 31st 
and M Sts.; that he had seen her other evenings at the drug¬ 
store at 31st and M; that Mrs. Dennett went out [with him 
and Lucille Bohrer four or five times; that she wojuld leave 
the house before thev would and meet them at 30th and M; 
that she stated to Dennett in the presence of the witness 
when she left the house that she was going to tM movies: 
that she would then meet the witness and Lucille ^Bohrer at 
30th and M and go for a ride; that he once took Mrs. Den- 
nett to a party at Policeman Darby’s apartment pt 2500 K 
St.; that thev arrived about 9 o’clock and left ‘about 12 

• i 

o’clock; that they had some corn to drink at the party but 
not very much; that they also danced; that Mrs] Dennett 
served drinks at the party she gave in her home; }hat Mrs. 
Dennett, Lucille Bohrer, Virginia Howard, Dajrby, and 
others he did not know were present at Darby’s apartment; 

On cross-examination the witness testified as fbllows: 

That when he went to the Dennett home he wds calling 
on Lucille Bohrer; that she is the one who introduced him 
to Dennett; that he saw Dennett on a number of occasions 
at the house; that Dennett talked with him; that 
114 Dennett mingled with the people who canjie to the 
house; that Dennett did not eat or dance \yith them 
but usually went to bed about 8:30 or 9:00; that! Dennett 
did not indicate in any way his opposition to thefee people 
coming to the house; that witness was a pretty steady 
visitor to the house to see Lucille Bohrer; that he does not 
know whether Lucille Bohrer ever went to the moyies with 
Mrs. Dennett; on the occasion when he and Lucillje Bohrer 
met Mrs. Dennett on the corner they took a ride,| only the 
three of them were present; that on one night thd three of 
them rode to Rockville; that there was nothing improper 
in that ride; that they returned between 10:00 apd 11:00, 
and sometimes earlier. 


i 
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Lucille Bohrer was called as a witness on behalf of the 
plaintiff and, after being duly sworn, testified as follows: 

That she lives at the Congressional Country Club; was 
hired by Mrs. Dennett through an employment agency at 
Toms River, X. J., on July 19, 1931, and worked for her 
until April 18, 1932; that Dennett went to Akron, Ohio, 
August, 1931, and was not at home again until the family 
came to Washington in February, 1932; that Mrs. Dennett 
had a party in her home in Lakewood, X. J., Thanksgiving 
1931 at which there was dancing and considerable drinking 
of liquor furnished by the boys; that Mrs. Dennett drank. 

“The Court: Is there anything important about that 
party? 

“Mr. Creech: I’here is only this, the general situation, 
showing an adulterous disposition, if your Honor please, 
which is very pertinent to this whole case.” 

That one of the boys, Carl Thompson, became intoxi¬ 
cated ; that he was on the back porch, in the back yard, and 
in the car with Mrs. Dennett: that witness does not 
115 know how long Mrs. Dennett staved there with him 
but she was there when the milkman came; that the 
milk was usually delivered around 3 or 3:30; that prior to 
this Thanksgiving party Mrs. Dennett attended a dance at 
the hotel in Lakewood with some Navy people; that witness 
was not with this party but was attending another party 
in the same hotel that evening; that Mrs. Dennett and wit¬ 
ness left the hotel together about 4 o’clock in the morning; 
that Mrs. Dennett appeared to be under the influence of 
liquor; that Mrs. Dennett told the witness she had let a 
man make love to her and that she made one girl jealous 
that night; that witness and Mrs. Dennett drove the Den¬ 
nett car out to Log Cabin after returning home; that two or 
three other cars accompanied them; that they returned to 
town for breakfast and returned to Log Cabin to dance and 
watch the sun come up and went home at 6 o’clock in the 
morning; that there was a party every night except about 
two weeks from Thanksgiving until they came to Washing¬ 
ton; that the party began around 11 or 11:30 and lasted 
until 3 or 4 in the morning; that the boys furnished the 
liquor on these parties and Mrs. Dennett furnished food; 
that early in the evening Mrs. Dennett would take the wit- 
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ness to the show; that the children were in the Jiouse by 
themselves while they were in the show; that tljie oldest 
child was five at that time; that the baby was borni the 15th 
of September; that on these parties they just daiiced, had 
pillow fights, and wrestled some, had food and some high¬ 
balls ; that Mrs. Dennett was familiar with the mefn during 
these parties; that Mrs. Dennett told witness ai vacuum 
cleaner man from Asburv Park had come down tjiere and 
made love to her; that she said something to the witness 
about the baby not belonging to Mr. Dennett; that! this last 
statement was made to her right after she went tolthe Den¬ 
nett home; that on the evenings of these parties ^rs. Den¬ 
nett usually put on a brown velvet dress in the 
116 earlier part of the evening and then when she gave 
the baby his bottle she would change to pajamas; 
that the baby got his bottle between 11 and 12; that Mrs. 
Dennett had the doctor for the children twice in Lakewood 
while witness was present; that the first occasion \yas when 
witness had burned the baby’s arm and the doctor was 
called the next morning, and witness took the two girls for 
a walk; witness was present when the doctor came at 10 
o ’clock; Dennett was not there; that when the children were 
brought back to the house Dr. Sickle and Mrs. Demjiett were 
still there; that a doctor was called on anotherjoccasion 
when Marv Jane was sick at her stomach; witness does not 
remember whether the doctor came in the morning or after¬ 
noon, nor the date, nor “about what month” it Was; that 
she took the baby out when the doctor called and |vhen she 
returned an hour and a half or two hours later E^r. Sickle 
was still there; that Mrs. Dennett went to the doctor’s office 
several times a week before the baby was born an<^ a couple 
of times a week after the baby was born; that shO did not 
state what she was going there for; that witness n^ver took 
the children out after they moved to Washington; I that wit¬ 
ness was in the house with the children during the daytime 
in Washington; that the children were not taken oiiit by any 
one; were not put in the sun; that there was no sup. in their 
room; that the baby was taken out for exercise j?r airing 
once or twice after April 1st by the witness; that witness 
told Mrs. Dennett the baby should be out in the! sun and 
should be put on his stomach because his head wajs getting 
flat; that the only time the baby was held was wh^n it was 
getting its bottle; that the rest of the time it was iiji its bed; 
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that the children were let out in the yard several mornings 
to play; they were brought in the house at lunch and usually 
kept in; when Mrs. Dennett was gone they were put up¬ 
stairs in bed and stayed there; that they were frequently 
left alone in the house; that Mrs. Dennett and wit- 

117 ness went out together quite a few times leaving the 
children alone; that they took a walk or went with 

somebody in a car on these occasions; that she remembers 
only once when they went to the movies; that the baby 
usuallv cried everv morning when it was time for his bot- 
tie; that the usual practice when the baby cried was to allow 
him to stay there a little 'while to see if he would stop cry¬ 
ing; that the other two children usually got two lickings a 
day; that on one occasion Margaret Ann was whipped and 
kicked against the wall and a piece of skin about one and 
one-half inches long was pulled off her back, but witness 
does not know the day or the month this happened; that 
witness saw the place on her back; that Lieut. Dennett also 
saw it and asked Mrs. Dennett about it, but she does not 
recall Mrs. Dennett’s reply. 

She knows Edward Darby, a policeman; in company with 
Mrs. Dennett met him at Brace’s drugstore, 30th and M, 
Friday night of the week she came to town; that she was 
introduced to Darbv bv Billv Edwards; that Darbv took 
Mrs. Dennett’s phone number; that Darby called witness 
on the phone the next day and invited her over to his 
apartment, saying he was drinking a nice highball; she does 
not remember anything else that was said; that she de¬ 
clined his invitation; that she next saw Darby the follow¬ 
ing Sunday; that Darby came over to the house to a party 
Sunday night; that Dennett was home in the evening for 
dinner and Evelyn Jones and Dick Mitchell came up and 
said they had a date for witness; that she told them she al¬ 
ready had a date and Mrs. Dennett called her out into the 
kitchen and told her to go ahead and till the date she had 
and let Darby go along too and to ride around until Den¬ 
nett went to the hbspital; that later they stopped at Darby’s 
and she called Mrs. Dennett and asked if Dennett was gone 
and Mrs. Dennett said, “Yes, everything is clear, come on 
over”; that while she was in Darby’s apartment they 

118 had several highballs and smoked some cigarettes 
but that Mrs. Dennett was not present; that the party 

then went to the Dennett home, taking a large bottle of 
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liquor and a flask-full from Darby’s apartment;j that the 
other boys in the party had some other liquor; fhat they 
returned to the Dennett home about 9 or 9:30, toqk up the 
rug in the front room and danced to the radio, hnd Mrs. 
Dennett and Darby went into the kitchen to make liighballs; 
that they were in the kitchen almost all evening; tllat Darby 
went upstairs and Mrs. Dennett went up afterwajrds; that 
they were up there at the same time; that they wjere in all 
of the rooms upstairs and she heard them go into the bath¬ 
room but does not know whether they were both together or 
not; witness was downstairs all the time; that they went 
into the bathroom just before they came downstairs; that 
they were upstairs about half an hour; that abbut 11:30 
Mrs. Dennett said we would get rid of the rest of the crowd 
and go for a ride with Darby and Mangum, another police¬ 
man living with Darby; that the crowd left; Mangum and 
Darby waited until the croww had gotten to the top of the 
hill, then the four of them got in the car, stopped] at a res¬ 
taurant on Wisconsin Avenue to eat and went over to 
Darby’s apartment, leaving the children alone]; that at 
Darby’s home they had a couple of highballs, smoked some 
cigarettes, played the radio, Mrs. Dennett told [fortunes; 
that “we turned out the lights”; that witness s]at on the 
davenport with Mangum and Mrs. Dennett was on! the other 
cot with Darby; that the lights were out all the [time they 
were there except when they were mixing highballs; that 
Darby and Mrs. Dennett were wrestling but sl^e doesn’t 
know how long; that when they stopped wrestling Darby 
showed Mrs. Dennett where the bathroom was; jthen thev 
had another highball, the lights were put back on,| and Mrs. 

Dennett and witness went home, arriving tljere about 
119 2 or 2:30; that Mrs. Dennett went over to Darby’s 

apartment one other afternoon and Da^by came 
around to the house several nights when he was! on duty; 
that Mrs. Dennett told her one afternoon she \lras going 
swimming and was going to stop in at Darby’s apajrtment on 
her way downtown; that when she returned hom£ she said 
she had not gone swimming but had stayed at Darby’s 
apartment; that on one other occasion, the date| of which 
witness does not remember, Mrs. Dennett went over to 1 
Darby’s apartment while Darby’s brother was ih the hos¬ 
pital, swept the floor, made the bed, washed the dishes and 
cleaned the house; about 11 she decided Darby wajs going to 
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be late and as she was coming out of the door she met Darby 
and another woman coming in; that she was over to Darby’s 
apartment one night to a party when the witness was pres¬ 
ent; that one Sunday afternoon when it was snowing Mrs. 
Dennett had chicken for Sunday dinner, saved enough for 
dinner that night and took the remainder over to Darby’s 
apartment; that witness didn’t accompany her but was told 
about the visit; that witness doesn’t know how many times 
Darby came to the Dennett home but he stopped there often 
late at night and Mrs. Dennett would fix him a toasted 
steak sandwich or a toasted tomato sandwich and coffee; 
that once in a while Darbv called on the witness but not verv 

w •> 

often; that on other occasions he called on Mrs. Dennett; 
that witness was in bed several times when Darbv called 
and Mrs. Dennett met him at the back door; that Darby 
was in uniform; that Mrs. Dennett would sometimes have 
on a brown dress or black dress and at other times beach 
pajamas; that one night when Darby was over there Mrs. 
Dennett went upstairs and said she couldn’t sleep and came 
back down in her nightgown; that witness was downstairs 
at the time; that when Darbv was on dutv he didn’t stav 
very long; that one night about a quarter of twelve Darby 
called and said he was coming over; he was not on duty; 
when he arrived he was intoxicated and stayed there quite 
a while; that he brought some liquor with him; that 
120 witness does not recall the date; that there were no 
other occasions to witness’s knowledge when Mrs. 
Dennett went out with Darby; that witness did all the house 
cleaning at home; that when Mrs. Dennett first met Darbv 
she made some statement to witness about it being hell to 
live with one man while loving another. 

Witness knows Raymond D. Adrian; that when Dennett 
was in Lakehurst witness and Mrs. Dennett walked down 
Wisconsin Avenue; that Evelyn Jones and Dick Mitchell 
were supposed to come up that night and didn’t; that a car 
passed, witness thought it was Dick’s and stopped; said she 
was sorry, she thought it was somebody else; that the car 
turned around and came back and it was Jerry Saunders, 
Adrian and two girls; they offered to take witness and Mrs. 
Dennett to the show; that after they got in they decided 
not to go, rode around awhile and went back to the house, 
arriving there about 11 or 11:30; that Mrs. Dennett told 
fortunes, they danced, had a couple of highballs; that when 
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Mr. Dennett’s mother would turn up in the c&rds Mrs. 
Dennett would call her the old witch and say wheti she dies 
I will get a lot of money; that Adrian didn’t come to the 
house much after that for about two weeks; thgt Adrian 
had no engagements with witness and didn’t call on her; 
that witness has heard some telephone conversations with 
Adrian; that Adrian usually came to the house every day 
but if he didn’t either he or Mrs. Dennett would call; that 
Dennett never met Adrian at the house; that Mr^. Dennett 
went out with Adrian, and the two were alone in the house; 
that Adrian was there during the month of March but wit¬ 
ness doesn’t know how manv times; that he caihe about 8 
or a little after; that they usually went out some |place and 
came back about 11 or 11:30; but witness doesn’t know 
what time he went home; that sometimes they tepid her he 
didn’t go home till quite late, quite early in jthe morn- 
121 ing; that most of the time witness went to bed while 
they were gone; that she got up once or frjvice when 
they came back; that they spent their time in fche house 
downstairs; that once, the last of March, witness saw them 
lying on the couch but they were just talking; that she never 
overheard any conversation between them; that ]Vlrs. Den¬ 
nett usually dressed up in the evening and lat^r put on 
beach pajamas, but not always. 

That Mrs. Dennett called on the witness at the Cairo 
Hotel about 2:30 or a quarter of three the night witness was 
taking care of the baby of Dennett’s sister; that j\!rs. Den¬ 
nett told her Dennett had put her out and that Adrian 
wanted her to go to his home; that Mrs. Dennett called on 
her the next morning at the Cairo Hotel; that shd next saw 
Mrs. Dennett at Adrian’s house; that she had gone to Den¬ 
nett’s house and he wouldn’t let her in; that she then went 
to Evelvn Jones’ house, who showed her where AdJrian lived 
and she found Mrs. Dennett there; that later Mr^. Dennett 
called the witness and she met Mrs. Dennett on jthe front 
steps of the Dodge Hotel and Mrs. Dennett tol^l her she 
thought she had a breaking out on her stomach; jthat Mrs. 
Dennett called her the next day, said she had called Adrian 
and Adrian did not have anything; that she Had never 
heard Dennett curse and that she had never seen! him take 
a drink of liquor; that Mrs. Dennett managed the house; 
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that she has never seen Dennett strike or mistreat Mrs. 
Dennett in anv wav; that she had heard Dennett offer to 
take Mrs. Dennett oht, but Mrs. Dennett thought he needed 
his rest and should go to bed; that when they first came to 
Washington Mrs. Dennett did go out with him two or three 
times but later on she did not; that when Dennett came from 
the hospital he usually went to bed about 8:30 or 9; that 
Mrs. Dennett -usually would go out but sometimes she would 
stav home and rest; that she didn’t tell Dennett she 
122 had a date but would say she was going to the show 
or going to take a walk; that she has not been paid to 
testify in this case; that Mr. Buckley called her at Chevy 


Chase, where she was working, and asked her how she “was 


for money”; that she told him she had money and he re¬ 


plied, 4 4 Well, I thought you would have because you were 


always pretty tight”, and that if she wasn’t lie would help 


her out; that she knows Mr. Bucklev and that he is the 


father of Mrs. Dennett; that she has not been employed 
' bv Dennett since April 18 and has received no monev ex- 
cept what was coming to her on that date; that she has re¬ 
ceived no promises from him in any manner and has no rea¬ 
son to expect anything of value from him but is a witness 
under subpoena because she wants to be; that the day before 
Adrian called on her at the Congressional Country Club and 
inquired why she had signed as a witness for Dennett and 
asked her to take the other side; that she refused, and he 
told her that she didn’t have to testify; that she knew 
Adrian when she was in Washington before but not very 
well; that the mofning following Dennett’s refusal to let 
her stay at his house she obtained permission from Adrian’s 
mother to remain in Adrian’s house until she could get 
work; that she found a job in Chevy Chase, stayed there 
for a week and came back to Adrian’s house, and through 
an ad which Adrian put in the paper for her she got a job 
at the Congressional Country Club; that while she was 
living at Adrian’s house Adrian asked her several times to 
sign on Buckley’s side, promising her Buckley would do 
more for her than Dennett would; that Mrs. Dennett once 
called her at Chevy Chase and stated that witness could be 
a big help in getting the children back and that if she could 
help her get the children back they would all be together 
again and witness would have a lifetime job; that Adrian 
once called her at his house and told her Mr. Buckley wanted 
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to see her and she made an appointment at Ifl o’clock; 

123 that she went next door before Mr. Buckley arrived; 
that Buckley came to the house in a taxicap; that no 

one answered the door and he got back in the jcab, rode 
around the corner and walked back to the house and rang 
the bell; that he went to the corner drugstore and phoned; 
that that evening Mr. Buckley and Mr. Kaufmanj called on 
her at Adrian’s house at dinner time; that Adrian asked 
her to come on Buckley’s side and stated she could be a big 
help; that Adrian told her he knew when he signed a paper 
in this case that he had gotten into more trouble \ she does 
not recall whether Adrian told her why he had signed the 
papers in the case. 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That she was 17 September 20, 1931; was born at Berke¬ 
ley Springs, West Virginia, where her people live; that 
she has been awav from home several vears; ddes not re- 
call how old she was when she left home or ho[w old she 
was when she first started to work; that her fir^t job was 
taking care of children at a hotel at home; that! she lived 
at home while on that job; that her first job arway from 
home was at Dayton, Ohio, with her uncle; that site was not 
quite 16; that she worked in Ohio from the 30tlh of May 
until the last of September, then went home; th^n came to 
Washington the first of January, 1931; that sljie worked 
here for Mrs. Williams on 30th street, taking caj-e of Mrs. 
Williams’ aunt; that she knew Billv Edwards here at the 

* I 

time; that when she resigned she went to Evelyn Jones’ 
house and stayed for a week; then went to Town’s River, 
N. J., with her aunt; that she did not have a jot} when she 
left Mrs. Williams; that Mrs. Williams made her mad be¬ 
cause she was standing out front talking to a boy; that in 
Tom’s River she worked in a pajama factory fpr a while 
and then an employment agency sent her to Dennett’s house 
in Lakewood about the middle of June, 1^31, where 

124 she was employed by Mrs. Dennett to take care of 
the children and help with the housework; that she 

doesn’t recall how much experience she had llad taking 
care of children, but she had taken care of children in the 
summer time before she left home; that she had taken 
care of children at the hotel at home, and in Ohio she had 
taken care of three babies; that she didn’t leave the Den- 

i 
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nett children alone at night unless Mrs. Dennett told her 
she could; that she never left the house around two o’clock 
in the morning with a man when no one was left with the 
children; that she doesn’t remember where she was on the 
20th of March, 1932, and doesn’t recall the date; that while 
working* for the Dennetts she went home twice; the first 
time on Fridav before Easter; she staved until Thursday 
after Easter, then returned to Washington, stayed a week 
and went home again; that she doesn’t know who helped 
Mrs. Dennett with the children while she was away; that 
no one helped with the children except Mrs. Dennett and 
witness, while witness was there; that she thinks it was 
Fridav before Easter when she went home and that she re- 
turned the following Thursday night; that a week after¬ 
wards she went home again and staved about the same 
time because her mother was sick; that there was no one 
to help Mrs. Dennett care for the children while she was 
awav; that she returned to Washington the last time on 
Friday night, and on Saturday following, about noon, Den¬ 
nett took her to the Cairo Hotel to help Dennett’s sister; 
that she had never met Dennett’s sister before; that it was 
Dennett who sugestcd she go down there; that he made the 
suggestion on Friday night while she was in the kitchen 
helping Mrs. Dennett with the dishes; that prior to that 
time she had had no talk with Dennett about leaving there; 

that Dennett took her down to the Cairo Saturday around 

* 

noon; that he didn’t tell her how long he wanted her to stay 
with his sister but that he would stop for her on 
125 Sunday night; that he didn’t tell her who was who 
was going to help his wife with the children while 
witness was away; that she didn’t know the detectives were 
watching the house until April 18 when Mrs. Dennett came 
to the hotel and told her, following the raid, about 2:30 or 
3; that while Mrs. Dennett was talking to her, Dennett’s 
sister opened the door and asked Mrs. Dennett to come over 
to her room and visit and see the babv, and Mrs. Dennett 
said, “No, you will find out all about it tomorrow”; that 
Mrs. Dennett remained about 10 or 15 minutes; that wit¬ 
ness saw Mrs. Dennett about 7 the same morning at 
Adrian’s house; that Adrian, his mother and Mrs. Dennett 
were present; that witness spent that night at Adrian’s 
house by permission of Mrs. Adrian; that witness slept with 
Mrs. Dennett; that Evelyn Jones is a friend of witness; that 
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she met her while working for Mrs. Williams and was in¬ 
troduced to her by Mrs. Williams; that Evelyn Jonjes spent 
one night with witness at the Dennett home; that! neither 
Mr. nor Mrs. Dennett made any objection; that tljere was 
no party at the house that night, but Evelyn Jopes was 
present at one party, the night Mrs. Dennett anft Darby 
were upstairs together; that witness was downstairs danc¬ 
ing with the rest of the party; that she was notj exactly 
watching Mrs. Dennett; that she had had a date wit|h Darby 
that night and Mrs. Dennett had taken him but th^t didn’t 
make witness angry because she didn’t care; that it was 
Mrs. Dennett and not witness who gave the telephone num¬ 
ber to Darbv; that Billy Elwards introduced them to 
Darby; that she knew Billy Edwards while she whs work¬ 
ing with Mrs. Williams; that she has only told hler testi¬ 
mony once before but she does not remember when, how¬ 
ever it was in Mr. Creech’s house before she weiit to the 
Congressional Country Club (11 days ago) about S o’clock 
in the evening; that Mr. Dennett and Mr. Creech were both 
present; that she went at the request of Mr. Den- 
126 nett; that she had gone out to the house that after¬ 
noon to see the children and Dennett had thbn asked 
her; that no one has tried to talk to her for Dennett or any 
of his attorneys; that she has never met Watts; [that she 
had been in attendance since the trial started; that she has 
signed a paper in the case; that she told the story and Mr. 
Creech typed it and she signed it on that occasion, then 
the next morning she signed one before a notary ;j that she 
had said on other occasions she would rather kjeep out; 
that she had told Mrs. Dennett she couldn’t say Anything 
that would help and she had better keep her mouth shut; 
that was after she signed the paper, but she didn’tjtell Mrs. 
Dennett she had signed the paper; that Mr. Kaufman and 
Mr. Buckley had wanted her to say Mrs. Dennett took care 
of the children 4 ‘that night”; witness denies saying a few 
minutes ago that she wanted to keep out of it; that she de¬ 
cided to sign the paper because Mr. Buckley wa$ chasing 
her all the time and calling her on the phone;! that she 
didn’t want to be on Buckley’s side, that she cojildn’t be 
without lying and she was not going to lie; that the only 
thing which caused her to become a witness was ^r. Buck- 
ley trying to see her; that the day she broke the! appoint¬ 
ment with him she did so because she knew he wbuld just 


102 MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNETT. 

keep on talking to her; that she didn’t mind talking to 
Creech and Dennett about it; that she knew Buckley be¬ 
fore this and had met him when he visited the family at 
Lakewood; that she did not dislike him; that lie had al¬ 
ways treated her as a gentleman; that she broke her ap¬ 
pointment with him because she had already signed a paper 
on Dennett’s side blit she didn’t tell him; that she was not 
instructed to keep it a secret; that Dennett took her to 
Creech’s office; that he did not persuade her to be a wit¬ 
ness and didn’t ask her; that she was at Dennett’s house 
when she decided to be a witness, having gone there to see 
the children; that Dennett went with her to Creech’s 
127 house because she didn’t know the address; that 
when she went to Dennett’s house that day she told 
him she would like to be a witness because Mr. Buckley 
was after her all the time and Kaufman had said she was 
a hinge and that she could be a big help on either side; that 
she didn’t talk to Dennett’s sister or mother; that Den¬ 
nett had nothing to do with getting her a position at Con¬ 
gressional Club and neither did his family; that she lives 
there; that she objects to telling her present salary; that 
she was getting$7 a week, board and room at the Dennetts; 
that Dennett paid her what was coming to her the morning 
after the raid; that he has not promised anything with re¬ 
spect to her testimony; that nobody has promised her any¬ 
thing except Mr. Buckley offered her money and Mrs. Den¬ 
nett offered her a job; that when she says Mr. Buckley 
offered her money she means he called her on the phone and 
asked her how she was for money; that she does not expect 
anything from Dennett; that she first told what took place 
at Lakewood in Creech’s office in the presence of Dennett 
and Creech; that the notary was located some place on 
Wisconsin Avenue and that Mr. Dennett accompanied her 
there. 

That on the night she went to Darbv’s she and Mangum 
sat on one couch, Mrs. Dennett and Darby sat on the other; 
that she did not put out the lights and doesn’t know who 
did; that she just sat on the couch and talked; that she saw 
Darby and Mrs. Dennett wrestling; that witness did no 
wrestling; that she sat in the dark because it was not her 
house and she was not allowed to turn the lights on; that 
she couldn’t see whether Mrs. Dennett did anything wrong 
because the lights were turned out but witness saw them 
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wrestling and heard them talking; that Mangum jhad his 
arm around witness but was not wrestling with hpr; that 
Mangum kissed witness goodnight but did not kis^ her on 
the couch; that she did not go to the bathroqm; that 

128 they returned home at 2:30 or a quarter to! 3; that 
Dennett did not tell her Mrs. Dennett was! making 

remarks about her but Evelyn Jones did tell her Mjrs. Den¬ 
nett was good to her face and talked about her behind her 
back; that this occurred while she was still wording for 
Mrs. Dennett; that she had a scrap with Mrs. Dennett every 
day while still working there; that several weekjs before 
this happened the witness got so she could hardly (stand it; 
that she tried to reason with Mrs. Dennett that j she was 
not doing right and was told to mind her own business; 
that she tried to reason with Mrs. Dennett that slie had a 

i 

good husband, three lovely children, a nice home ahd every¬ 
thing that a woman should want; that she didn’t tljiink Mrs. 
Dennett was acting right; that thereafter she did not con¬ 
tinue to go out with Mrs. Dennett; that this was several 
weeks before she left and she onlv went out oncej or twice 
after that, to a show one night, and she doesn’t reqall where 
they went the other night, or whether she went ojut at all; 
that on the night of the raid she accompanied Adrian and 
Mrs. Dennett to a show; that she went at Mrs. Dennett’s 
request and left the house with them, went to the show; 
that thev left her at the hotel; that Dennett’s sister gave 
her money to go to a show; that she saw a telegram from 
Dennett in Philadelphia that night; that she had talked 
with Mrs. Dennett several weeks before and tolid her she 
was not acting right; that she had not talked kvith Mrs. 
Dennett on any occasion before; that she didn’t object to 
the parties at Lakewood; that the people on the (parties at 
Lakewood were friends of hers and she introduced them to 
Mrs. Dennett; that Mrs. Dennett had told her to bring any¬ 
body to the house she ■wanted to; that Mrs. Dehnett went 
with the Navy crowd to the Thanksgiving part^ in Lake- 
wood and witness saw her later in the evening (when wit¬ 
ness went to the hotel to dance; that Mrs. Demiett accom¬ 
panied a man and his wife on this party; that witness 

129 didn’t consider it unusual for Mrs. Dennett to see the 
doctor before and after the baby was bojn; witness 

states she intended to insinuate, or create the [impression 
that Mrs. Dennett was doing something wron^ with the 
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doctor but witness admits she didn’t see anything* wrong, 

just suspicioned it; that when Dennett was at home in Lake- 

wood he and Mrs. Dennett went out in the evenings but 

didn’t stay long; that witness didn’t go out in the evenings 

in Lakewood; that she met most of the people she associated 

with in Washington when she was here before; that Darbv 

and Mangum are the only two she can recall meeting this 

last time; that following the Thanksgiving dance only Mrs. 

Dennett and the witness rode in the Dennett car on the trip 

to Log Cabin; that witness didn’t see anything improper 

going on; that the pillow fight previously mentioned were 

with davenport pillows, not bedroom pillows or anything 

of that sort; that Dr. Sickle in Lakewood is married, lives 

with his wife and family; that witness does not know 

whether there was anv intercourse the night Darbv, Man- 

» ^ » 

gum, Mrs. Dennett, and witness were in Darby’s apart¬ 
ment; that Darin ’s brother was living with Darbv before 
he went to the hospital; that there were three living in the 
apartment; that witness doesn’t know how long the brother 
*was in the hospital, but Darby’s brother was present on 
one occasion 'when Mrs. Dennett and witness were there at 
a party; that Mrs. Dennett told witness the last baby was 
not her husband’s; that that statement was made both in 
Lakewood and in Washington; that witness did not know 
Mrs. Dennett before she was employed there; that she met 
Adrian when she was in Washington before, and introduced 
Adrian to Mrs. Dennett but doesn’t remember the date; that 
she didn’t invite Adrian to the house; that she doesn’t know 
who made the first appointment for Adrian to come to the 
house nor who else was at the house when he called; that 
she doesn’t pay much attention to dates; that she is bitter 
with Mrs. Dennett because toward the last Mrs. Den- 
130 nett has taken her boy friends away and she didn’t 
have anyone to go out with; that the only complaint 
she made of this was when she said Mrs. Dennett was not 
acting right but she didn’t say it was because of losing her 
boy friends; that Adrian was never a boy friend of hers; 
that Darby has taken her out lots of times while she was 
living at the Denlietts; that she cared for Darby at first 
but it doesn’t make any difference no*w w’hether she sees 
him again or not; that Carlisle Vernon was one of her boy 
friends and called on her; that Mrs. Dennett did not take 
him away because he wouldn’t have anything to do with 
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Mrs. Dennett; that he called on witness repeatedly for 
about three weeks but she doesn’t recall the dates; j:hat she 
didn’t lack company while she was going with Vernpn; that 
she saw the breaking out on Mrs. Dennett’s stomath; that 
Mrs. Dennett told her she had talked with Adrian and 
Adrian said he didn’t have anything and that she was go¬ 
ing to see the doctor, and that she called the next! day on 
the phone and said there was nothing to it; that |this oc¬ 
curred after the raid but she doesn’t remember hpw long, 
but it was before Mr. and Mrs. Bucklev came to Washing- 
ton; that on the occasion when she saw Adrian ahd Mrs. 

7 m l 

Dennett laving on the couch she didn’t see them Ido anv- 
thing wrong; that she never got Darbv anvthinst to eat 
when he called; she was not angry with him but Mrs. Den¬ 
nett always wanted to serve him and wouldn’t let Itlie wit¬ 
ness do it; that witness never tried to serve him; lhat she 

1 

was with Mangum in Darby’s apartment because Mjrs. Den¬ 
nett insisted upon going with Darby; that witness didn’t 
like it but wouldn’t let Mrs. Dennett know it; that that was 
the first or second time she had been with Darbv; tlhat wit- 

* i 

ness has alwavs conducted herself as a ladv and is! a ladv; 
that she has never been married; that there is nc| reason 
other than that mentioned whv she is bitter with MSrs. Den- 

w' 

nett; that Mrs. Dennett is not fit to have the children; 
131 that when she was working there she did wfyat Mrs. 

Dennett told her to; that the children did 4°f have 
proper care while she was there; that she couldn’j give it 
to them because Mrs. Dennett would not let her; that she 
was employed to take care of the children and help jvvith the 
housework but was not supposed to do it all; that Mary 
Jane was healthy but Marjorie Ann was not; that the baby 
had no use of his legs and arms and his head is flat on the 
back; that she guesses he is healthy; that he going pn eight 
months; that he cannot sit up because he didn’t hav$ proper 
exercise. 

i 

On redirect-examination the witness testified as follows: 


That she swore to an affidavit before a notary, Mr. Light- 
wood; that she read the statement over in the presence of 
Mr. Lightwood, and no one else was in the room; 

The paper referred to was marked Defendant’s| Exhibit 
2 for Identification; 


i 
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That on the night of the Thanksgiving dance in Lake- 
wood witness tried to dance with Mrs. Dennett ; that Mrs. 
Dennett was under the influence of liquor; witness doesn’t 
know who Mrs. Dennett went to the dance with; that Mrs. 
Dennett asked to go home with witness; that some of the 
Navy crowd went with them to the Log Cabin but she 
doesn’t recall the names, but there were several Navy peo¬ 
ple; that none of witness’s friends were in the crowd; that 
witness’s aunt staved with the Dennett children that night; 
that Mrs. Dennett told witness if she never saw Darby 
again she would know he always loved her; that was the 
afternoon she came back from his apartment; that Mrs. 
Dennett said nothing and made no objections when Dennett 
told witness to go over and stav with Mr. Dennett’s sister 
at the Cairo. 

132 On recross-examination the witness testified as fol¬ 
lows : 

That the children were usually locked up at night by 
themselves when witness and Mrs. Dennett went out; that 
witness never complained about that; that witness left the 
children because Mrs. Dennett asked her to go along, but 
that witness didn’t think the children should be locked up 
and left alone from 7:30 until 11; that witness knew it 
was not right; that witness did not suggest that Mrs. Den¬ 
nett go out and never invited her to go out; that the boys 
in the party were friends of witness. 

On redirect-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That Mrs. Dennett suggested the Thanksgiving party at 
Lakewood. 

Dr. John O’Brien was called as as witness on behalf of 
the plaintiff and, after being duly sworn, testified as fol¬ 
lows : 

That he is a dulv licensed doctor of medicine in the Dis- 
trict of Columbia with offices at Dupont Circle; that he has 
been in practice about seven years; that about April 26, 
1932, he examined the three children of Dennett; that the 
oldest child was found to be in a state of malnutrition, ane¬ 
mic, and suffering from evidences of old rickets, was poor 
in posture, and nervous system was hypersensitive; with 
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regard to the second child the physical examination was 
entirely negative; the younger child was overweight but 
the tissue character of the child was far belowj par; the 
child was anemic, the muscular development >vas poor, 
showed evidence of rickets, and napkin rash oii the but¬ 
tocks. 

133 On cross-examination the witness testified as fol¬ 
lows : 

That he was admitted to practice about 11 years ago, is 
a graduate of Georgetown; that he didn’t begih practice 
when he first graduated; was interned in Washington, Phil¬ 
adelphia, Chicago, New York, and Boston; that he special¬ 
izes in diseases of children; that he knows Dr. iJoseph F. 
Wall and that Dr. Wall is recognized as a specialist in dis¬ 
eases; that witness is connected with Georgetown, Child¬ 
ren’s Hospital and Garfield Hospital; that he examined the 
children at their home; doesn’t know how long ^he exami¬ 
nation took; that the color of the oldest child wasjnot good; 
that she was five pounds below par; that he can’t recall 
what is par; that he cannot recall her height and has only 
the notes he took; that he cannot recall her weight; that 
they were weighed on standard scales at his office; that the 
weight and examination of the blood was made by the nurse 
and technician at his office; that the nurse took the weight 
and height; that his conclusion as to weight is b^sed on in¬ 
formation the nurse gave him; that the second clpld was in 
good physical condition, physically perfect; no abnormali¬ 
ties ; that the baby weighed 19 pounds; that thel baby was 
in very poor condition; that it had the attributes of a four- 
months old child, in that it would not hold its head up; it 
would not use its feet properly and was anemic; the color 
was poor, anemic; the skin was perfectly all right, the mus¬ 
cular development was very poor, subcutaneous fat was in¬ 
creased; he couldn’t recall the date of the examination; 
he got the history of the feeding of the baby froifn a young 
ladv at the Dennett house; he does not know her name. 
Dennett was not present; witness denies that he relied upon 
the history of the feeding as a part of his conclusion; ad¬ 
mits he signed an affidavit reading, in part, “from 

134 a history of the feeding, the child was gjetting im¬ 
proper food for its age” and explains th^t the affi- 
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davit means its age at that time and that he determined the 
condition of the child from physical examination. 

J. F. Watts was called as a witness on behalf of the 
plaintiff and, after being duly sworn, testified as follows: 

That he is in the general detective business, Munsey 
Building, Washington, D. C.; that he is acquainted with the 
plaintiff; was employed by him on March 6 to keep his house 
under surveillance; does not remember the exact date or the 
first time he personally observed the house; that he as¬ 
signed Charlie Tafum to that duty; that he didn’t take 
notes; Charlie Tatum took the notes but he observed the 
house many different nights, some of which he can remem¬ 
ber. 

That he remembers staving all night on March 26 and on 
that occasion Adrian and Mrs. Dennett entered the house 
and remained in there until after 4; that he was not there 
on the night of April 4. 

That on the night of April 11, Adrian and Mrs. Dennett 
were in the house; they arrived about 9 o’clock and re¬ 
mained in the house all night; that witness left after 4 
o’clock. 

That on the night of April 16 Adrian and Mrs. Dennett 
were together; 

That on the night of April 17 Adrian and Mrs. Dennett 
were in the house together; that that night Tatum, Dennett 
and the witness entered the house between 12 and 1 after 
the lights had been out half an hour; that the door was 
locked; that when the door opened Mrs. Dennett was run¬ 
ning through the room to meet whoever was coming in; 

that Mrs. Dennett said, “I suppose you brought these 
135 gentlemen as witnesses, didn’t you?”; that there 
were no lights on except the pilot light on the radio; 
witness couldn’t distinguish that there was a light in the 
house from the outside; that Dennett walked past Adrian, 
who was sitting on a long couch in the front room, and said 
to his wife, “You have made my house a house of prostitu¬ 
tion long enough; I think you are about the commonest pros¬ 
titute that I know of ”; and Dennett said to Adrian, “I think 
you are-”, witness thinks the word used was “ para¬ 

site”; that witness then told Dennett there was no use of 
having an argument, to sit down; that Mrs. Dennett was 
sitting in a chair ; that she lit a cigarette, smoked it up in 
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about half a minute and lit another; that in the meantime 
conversation was going on, all of which the witnes^ cannot 
remember because they were there nearly three hoiirs; that 
Mrs. Dennett was burning matches in the cigarette tray 
and stated she was burning bridges; that she did!not an¬ 
swer when she was asked if she meant she was [burning 
her past sins away; that the witness stated to Mrs. [Dennett 
that both of them couldn’t stay under the same rjoof and 
asked if she did not think it would be right and proper for 
her to leave, and leave her husband in charge of thb house, 
and that Mrs. Dennett replied, “Yes, I do; I done Throng”; 
that witness then asked her, “You mean by that ^ou have 
committed adultery with Mr. Adrian?”, and she said, “Yes, 
I have”; that witness then said “On different occasions”, 
and she replied, “Yes, I’ll go”; that Mrs. Dennett then 
got up and the witness said, “There is no hurry”;[that the 
conversation then continued along and Mrs. Dennbtt said, 
“Well, I’ll pack my clothes”; Mrs. Dennet then went up¬ 
stairs and packed and came back down again and tPld Den¬ 
nett that she was using one of his suitcases; that iDennett 
told her she could have it; that she then went back iipstairs, 
packed a while longer, came downstairs, went back in the 
dining room to the dining table and sat dbwn and 
136 wrote something with a pen very rapidly; [that she 
brought the writing over and stuck it up and before 
she left said, “That is the prescription for th^ baby’s 
milk”; that she carried one suitcase down, went upj, got an¬ 
other and brought it down; that witness suggested she call 
a taxicab; that Mrs. Dennett said she and Adrihn would 
carry the stuff; so they walked out together; that while 
Mrs. Dennett was packing he had some conversation with 
Adrian but doesn’t remember exactlv what it Was; that 
Adrian made some remark about Mrs. Dennett being an 
affectionate woman who needed a lot of attention; (that wit¬ 
ness can’t recall anything else that Adrian said; that Den¬ 
nett did not use profanity though he did use vulgar lang¬ 
uage in calling his wife a whore and a prostitute! but wit¬ 
ness has never heard Dennett use a word of profanity; that 
Dennett didn’t strike her or even touch her; that bhe went 
over and shook hands with Dennett when she was leaving 
and told him goodbye; that Dennett was standing hp like a 
general and she had to talk across the room to |speak to 
him; that he is not sure Dennett shook hands with her but 
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lie believes Dennett said goodbye; that it was between 3:30 
and 4 when Mrs. Dennett left the house; that Mrs. Dennett 
had on a beach dress. 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That Dennett was the first one in the house and Watts 
followed him; 

He admits signing an affidavit in which he said that when 
he went in the house Mrs. Dennett was reclining on a sofa 
in the bedroom alone with Ravmond D. Adrian, but savs 
that he probably did not read it very close; that he did not 
swear to it knowingly; that he is swearing now; that the 
affidavit was not written by him and there might possibly 
be a mistake in the way it was written; that he did 
137 not think it was necessary to correct it before swear¬ 
ing to it because he knew he would have to testify 
anvwav; that he believes thev did recline on the couch after 
they entered the house; that he saw her reclining on the 
couch after they went in and that she also sat in the chair; 
that the affidavit “was probably made for general ‘con¬ 
sumpshus’ of what everybody saw”; that Mr. Dennett got 
in in front of him. “She was probably reclining at the time 
he first—when his eyes flashed on her, she was probably 
reclining on the sofa, but as I went in, I was behind Mr. 
Dennett, and she came rushing toward Mr. Dennett”; that 
“the affidavit was written bv somebodv other than me, and 
was a general consumpshus of what everybody had seen”; 

Q. “A general consumpshus of what everybody had 
seen?” A. “That is what I think. It was not written for 
each and everyone”. 

Witness imagines the affidavit was written just to get the 
idea; that he glanced over the affidavit before signing it and 
knew it was a statement under oath; that he did not mean 
it to represent anything he did not see in the house; that 
he did not see Mrs. Dennett reclining on the sofa alone with 
Adrian; that whht he said he discovered included part of 
what he saw and part of what he concluded; 

That he didn’t keep any record of the dates he was at 
the house; that the only notes he has \vere taken from notes 
that Charlie had; that his notes were put on a card 3 or 4 
days before the date of his testimony; that they were notes 
Tatum testified from; that there is nothing in the notes or 
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the reports to indicate the nights the witness vdas there; 
that he got the information as to the nights he was there 
from the notes that Charlie reported to hinfi; that he 

138 is testifying from memory; that he got his notes by 
corroborating with Charlie last Wednesday] when he 

heard the case was coming up; that the lawyer^ had re¬ 
quested both detectives to have notes; that he ha^ not dis¬ 
cussed any evidence in the case with Tatum b^t he has 
talked to Charlie about the case since the triall started; 
that he has not talked to Tatum about his testimony; that 
he has not talked to the lawyers about his testimony; that 
the night before he v^as cautioned by one of thb lawyers 
not to talk about the case; that the case was discussed in a 
general way out in the hall but nobody was posted as to 
what to sav; that he spoke to Mr. Allen out in the hall sev¬ 
eral times while Tatum was testifying but he didn’t discuss 
the testimony; that he has talked with other witnesses in a 
general way about other things, but didn’t discuss any of 
the evidence or what was to be said or anything; that he 
had no motive in asking anybody about the case; the card 
witness is using to refresh his recollection was n^ade 4 or 
5 days ago; that he was not out at the Dennett house every 
night; that he has not discussed any evidence witlji Tatum; 
that he would not allow Tatum to discuss anything; that 
Tatum had said he was asked his salarv and a whole lot of 
fool questions, but Tatum didn’t tell the witness hb had tes¬ 
tified Watts was paying him around $2 a day; th^t Tatum 
had remarked he didn’t think it was a fair question to ask 
about his pay, but the witness had told him, 4 ‘yhat’s all 
right, Charlie. Maybe the man v T anted to find outj whether 
you were a murderer or not, or something of thqt kind”; 
that witness knows how much he pays Tatum; 

Q. 44 What do y r ou pay him? A. “I pay him-Lyou see 
"Charlie is a student; he goes to school. 

Q. 4 ‘I asked you what you were paying him. Aj. “I pay 
him $2 and $3 a day. 

139 Q. 4 4 And do you keep a record of what you pay 
him? A. 44 Every day that I pay him. He didn’t 

work every day. 

Q. 4 4 Do you keep a record of the payments you make 
to him? A. 44 I keep a record that is entirely satisfactory 
to Charlie and myself. j 


j 

i 
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Q. “I am asking you if you keep any record. A. “In 
mv mind. 

Q. “Just in your mind? How do you pay him, by cash 
or check? A. “I pay him by cash. 

Q. 4 ‘How much more is coming to him out of this case? 
A. “Nothing. 

Q. 44 He is not to get any more? A. “No sir. He gets 
paid for being here. I pay him every day. 

Q. 44 Did you pay him yesterday? A. “Well, yes, sir. 

Q. 44 How much did you pay him yesterday? A. “I don’t 
know. I just.paid him his day’s pay. I pay him every day. 

Q. 44 How much was his day’s pay? A. “Some days I 
give him $2. Other days I give him $3. 

Q. 4 4 Do you have any set arrangement with him or just 
give him what you want to give him? A. “I guaranteed 
that he would make no less than $17 a week when he first 
came there. 

Q. 4 4 What did you give him yesterday—$2 or $3? A. 
4 4 And L see that he makes $17 a week. 

Q. 4 4 What did you give him yesterday, $2 or $3? 
140 A. 44 Well, some davs, Mr. Newmver, he makes over 
that. 

Q. ‘‘Don’t you remember what you gave him yesterday? 
A. 44 1 don’t know that I gave him—I am not positive 
whether I gave him anything. 

Q. 44 You can’t remember what you gave him yesterday 
but you are telling us something that you do remember that 
took place back in March and April, that you remember 
without any notes? Is that right? A. 44 Yes, sir, that is 
correct.” 

On redirect examination, the court rules that only the 
portion of the affidavit covered in cross-examination can 
be considered as evidence. 

Dr. Joseph S. Wall was called as a witness on behalf of 
the defendants and, after being duly sworn, testified as fol¬ 
lows : 

That he has been a practicing physician in the District 
of Columbia for 32 years and has specialized in diseases 
of infants and children for 22 years; that he is one of the 
attending physicians at Children’s Hospital; that he is the 
attending child physician at Emergency Hospital, and is 




I 

MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNETT. 113’ 

j 

in charge of the Department of Children at Georgetown 
Hospital; that he is frequently called upon by dther phy¬ 
sicians for consultation in cases of children requiring the 
services of a specialist; that on May 4, 1932, he| made an 
examination of the three Dennett children; that lie did not 
know Mrs. Dennett prior to that time; that he doe^ not know 
her parents and did not know the children until they were 
in the office; 

That with respect to Margaret Ann, he is abl£ to state 
from his examination that her general condition was 
141 very good; she was 1 pound under average weight 
or development of a child of that age and height; 
physically she showed some hypertrophy, enlargement of 
the tonsils; that she showed some evidence of past rickets 
which she evidently had when she was about 1 ye^r of age; 
that the history of her case shows she lived in Brremerton, 
Wash., where the sunlight is deficient and rickety Conditions 
are more apt to develop than in southern cities; that her 
present condition, however, was very good; that he found 
no evidence of malnutrition or anemia; that she had a poor 
posture as a result of the early conditions in her life which 
he has described; that he saw no evidence of a hypersensi¬ 
tive nervous system; that she showed evidence qf having 
received proper care. 

With respect to Mary Jane, his examination shows that 
she was in excellent physical condition; that lieij physical 
condition was nearly perfect; 

That with respect to Richard, the baby, he j was 7% 
months of age at the time of the examination, with a birth 
weight of 7 pounds 12 ounces; that at the time of the exami¬ 
nation the baby’s weight was 19 pounds 2 ounces; Ijhe length 
was 29.2 inches and his measurements and development 
were at least those of a 10 months babv instead! of a 7 x /2 
months baby; that his general condition was excellent; that 
the color was good, the skin and turgour and muscular de¬ 
velopment were good; that in his judgment the baby had 
received absolutely adequate physical care; that!the baby 
was above par; that he does not consider the baby over¬ 
weight because it had the length of a 1 year old baby and 
practically the weight of a 1 year old baby; that jhe tissue 
character was not below par; it was not anemic; that there 
was a slight napkin rash such as is frequently s^en in in- 
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fants, and is due mostly to the efforts of the laundry 

142 to cleanse the napkins by the use of strong soaps, 
and such rash is common in fancy; that in his judg¬ 
ment the condition of rash which he saw cannot be attrib¬ 
uted in any sense to failure to give the baby proper care; 
that he received a history of the child’s feeding from its 
mother; that the child was receiving 28 ounces of milk, 4 
tablespoonsful of dextro-maltose, 2 teaspoonsful of tomato 
juice night and morning, a cereal, and 2 tablespoonsful of 
vegetables in the middle of the day, and 15 drops of vios- 
terol; that viosterol is what the Lindberg’s requested the 
kidnappers to give their baby by radio; that it is a substi¬ 
tute for ccd-liver oil; that the child indicated it had re¬ 
ceived proper feeding throughout its life; that the food 
given the baby was proper food for a child of that age. 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That a gain of 2 ounces between April 26 and May 24 
is not the usual gain, but there are frequently periods of 
slowing down in weight after a baby passes his first half 
year; that he would not deny this baby made a gain of 2 
ounces between April 26 and May 24; that it would be a 
normal thing to expect, that there may have been a discrep¬ 
ance between his scales and the scales of another doctor 

mi 

who had examined the baby on April 26; in his opinion the 
climate of Bremerton, Wash., was in some measure respon¬ 
sible for the oldest child having rickets in its early age; that 
if the mother had been in Bremerton only 6 weeks before 
the birth of the oldest child and had then returned to San 
Diego, Cal., before the baby was born, the witness would not 
state that climate had any contributory cause to rickets; 
that Mr. Kaufmann and the mother came to his office for the 
examination; that he furnished Mr. Kaufmann with a 
written statement as to the condition of the children; 

143 that this was requested after the examination had 
been completed; that Kaufmann had explained to 

the doctor he would be expected to testify as to the phys¬ 
ical condition and care of the children. 

t 

On redirect examination the witness testified as follows: 

That rickets is a disease of the whole bodv; it is most 
prominent in infants between the ages of 6 months and 2 
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years; that it is due to the lack of vitamin D which is pro¬ 
vided in the body by certain foods and substance^, particu- 
larlv cod-liver oil and viosterol; and it is also manufac- 
tured in the body by the action of sunlight upon the skin, 
enabling the body to manufacture its own vitamin D. The 
first effects of rickets are shown in the softening of the 
bones and when such softening occurs, there is Sometimes 
a deformitv of the chest and there are sometime^ bow legs 
and knock knees, and occasionally a distortion of the shape 
of the head; that the antidote to rickets is sunlight and the 
use of foods and substances which contain vitamin D; that 
the babv was not flatheaded and there was no distortion of 
the shape of the head of the baby; that the baby h^d normal 
use of its limbs and arms and it had normal poorer to lift 
its head. 

On recross-examination the witness testified a& follows: 

i 

That he did not know the baby had been examined by 
Dr. O’Brien until after the witness’s examination was com¬ 
pleted, that Mr. Kaufmann told him, after the examination, 
that Dr. O’Brien had expressed an opinion that!the baby 
had the development of an infant of 3 or 4 months; that he 
did not have that opinion of Dr. O’Brien in mind when he 
prepared the statement for Mr. Kaufmann, that he 
144 had stated his own findings; and that he did try to 
answer Dr. O’Brien’s criticisms. 

I 

Dr. John Thomas Kelly, Jr., was called as a witness on 
behalf of the defendants and, after being duly sw^rn, testi¬ 
fied as follows: 

That he has been a practicing physician in thg District 
of Columbia for 42 years; that he is connected wit^i George¬ 
town University Medical School and Hospital, the Columbia 
Hospital for Women, and Providence Hospital; that he 
specializes in the treatment of women and wonfen’s dis¬ 
eases, and has been so specializing for 42 years;; that he 
made an examination of Mrs. Dennett on May 5 in }iis office; 
that he had never seen Mrs. Dennett before; that ^Irs. Den¬ 
nett asked for an examination to determine if sh^ had any 
venereal disease; that he made a smear and sent) it to the 
laboratory to determine if she had any gonorrheal infec¬ 
tion; that his examination showed no venereal infection of 
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any kind and the smear came back negative; that the smear 

was sent to the National Vaccine and Antitoxin Institute at 

1515 U Street; that it was negative as to gonococci and 

pus cells; that he sent Mrs. Dennett to Dr. Newman for a 

Wassermann test for syphilis; that the Wassermann test 

and the Kalin test were both negative; that there were no 

evidence of anv of these diseases at all; that if Mrs. Dennett 

* 

had had anv venereal disease within 30 days of the date of 
his examination the evidence would have appeared from his 
examination and tests. 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That Mrs. Dennett came to the office for an examination 
to determine if she had any venereal infection of any kind; 
that if Mrs. Dennett had had intercourse within 30 days 
prior to her visit to his office with one who had local 
145 infection, it would have developed by the time of her 
examination. 

Dr. Leslie Newman was called as a witness on behalf of 
the defendants and, after being duly sworn, testified as 
follows: 

That he has been a practicing physician in the District of 
Columbia for 18 years; that he is the pathologist of Emer¬ 
gency, Providence, Georgetown, and the Tuberculosis Hos¬ 
pitals ; that he is in charge of the laboratory at these insti¬ 
tutions ; that on May 6 at the request of Dr. Kelly, he made 
a laboratory test of Mrs. Dennett; that she was examined 
by the Wassermann test and the Kahn test; that the pur¬ 
pose of those tests was to make a diagnosis of syphilis; 
that the result in both cases was negative, which indicated 
she was not afflicted with that disease. 

Mrs. Margaret Buckley Dennett was called as a witness 
in her own behalf and, after being duly sworn, testified as 
follows: 

That she is residing at Alban Towers, 3700 Massachusetts 
Avenue, with her father and mother; that she is 27 years 
old, was married to the plaintiff in 1925 and has three chil¬ 
dren; that she went to see Dr. Kelly because she was in¬ 
formed by her attorneys that a suggestion had been made 
to them through Dennett’s attorneys that an examination 
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should be made; that she did not on the night of tljie raid go 
out into the kitchen to get the baby’s bottle; that! the baby 
already had his bottle at 11:30 when she came in j; that she 
had changed her clothes to get the baby His bottle; 

146 that Adrian, in her presence, did not admit |to having 
stayed all night and committed adultery >vith her; 

that no statement was made by her that she had Committed 
adultery with Adrian either before or after her jmarriage 
or up to the present time; that she had never ma^e any ad¬ 
mission of this sort; that she did call Dennett on the phone 
a few days after she left but no reference was ma^le in any 
conversation to the question of how venereal diseases would 
show up; that she didn’t ask Dennett if Adrian Ijad negro 
blood or if Dennett knew that he had; that she didin’t ask if 
Adrian had any venereal disease; that when she called she 
always inquired for the children; that in addition to that 
inquiry on the Friday following the Monday sh^ left the 
house she called Dennett to ask for money because jier funds 
were gone and his reply was that she would get ten dollars 
the following Monday; that at that time witness %d thirty 
cents in her purse; that Dennett knew her financial condi¬ 
tion because she told him; that he still replied ste would 
get ten dollars the following Monday; that she called him 
the following Monday and asked why he had not| sent the 
money and he replied he didn’t have it because of qperating 
expenses; that he knew where the witness was op Friday; 
that she wired to her parents for money on Friday j that she 
didn’t fight with Dennett to have intercourse immediately 
before coming sick some time in March; that Denpett after 
returning from the hospital had stated the NavaJ doctors 
advised him to have no cohabitation with his wifg until he 
had regained his full strength; that Dennett’s paVj the first 
three or three and a half years of their married! life was 
about 40% more than at present; 

That Dennett did not have to take over her account be¬ 
cause she complained other people were signing checks; that 
she had not bought any household furniture dpring the 
first three years she was managing the account be- 

147 cause they were living in furnished apartipents and 
houses, and that the first time they moved into an un¬ 
furnished house was in Lakewood, N. J., a little over two 
years ago; that she had, however, bought numerous things 
like lamps and general small house furnishings oht of the 
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money Dennett had given her; that the car Dennett had 
spoken of as being a belated wedding present was not such; 
that on the night of the raid Dennett told her to take her 
clothes and get out; that she didn’t go voluntarily but 
wanted to stay. 

That Dennett had not found a diaper with worms; that 
the witness herself had found a diaper that had evidently 
been dropped by accident in the basement in bringing the 
clothes down; that when she picked it up and opened it she 
saw there were worms in the stool and immediatelv had the 
babv cared for; 

That since coming* to Washington Dennett has asked her 

several times to make dutv calls with him and she has 

%> 

accompanied him; that since coming to Washington they 
have gone out together for pleasure three times; that one 
Saturday afternoon he asked her to go to the theater and 
she told him she thought it was unwise to go because the 
theaters were crowded on Saturdavs and it was hard for 
him to stand because he had not regained complete control 
of his leg; that on the occasion respecting which Dennett 
testified he asked her to stop by the Xaval Hospital to see 
Capt. Coale was also a Saturday afternoon and the children 
were with her and she thought it wiser to take them home 
rather than make a call at the hospital; that the mention 
made by Dennett of her failure to return a dinner call at 
his mother’s was not true; that her invitation to dinner 
had come from Dennett’s sister; that there had been un¬ 
pleasantness between witness and Dennett’s mother; that 
one evening thev were seated at the dinner table and a 
Captain and Mrs. Morrow stopped to speak; that Mrs. 

Morrow asked about the children and their names, 
148 and witness stated the babv had been named after 
his father; that Dennett’s mother then spoke up and 
said that if she couldn’t do any better than copy someone 
else’s name she would not name the child at all and that 
she thought the other children had the ugliest names she 
had ever heard; then in the presence of the company Den- 
nett’s mother turned to the witness and inquired, ‘ 4 What 
are the children’s names?”; that the relations between wit¬ 
ness and Dennett’s mother were very unpleasant; that Den¬ 
nett ’s mother ignored the witness whenever it was possible; 
that Dennett’s mother had not visited the children since 
coming to Washington; that Dennett’s mother did not 
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visit witness at the time anv of the children wbre born; 
that with reference to the time when Dennett testified he 

i 

had to check up to find if witness had called Mrs! Coale to 
thank her for putting her and the children up the yight they 
were here without any fire in the house, the true! facts are 
witness tried to find the telephone number in thej book but 
did not know Capt. Coale’s initials and asked Bennett to 
get the information for her; that he did not dq so until 
three or four days later; that Mrs. Dennett had a^ a matter 
of fact invited Mrs. Coale to lunch with her; 

That Dennett had never taken the children tb Sundav 
School before the time he placed the witness finder the 
surveillance of detectives; that on the three occasions when 
he did take the children to Sundav School witness staved 

• I ^ 

home and attended to the baby’s bath and feeding at 11 
o’clock, then assisted in the preparation of dipner so it 
could be eaten by 1.30 to enable Dennett to have his after¬ 
noon free. 

That at one time Dennett did complain aboijt Lucille 
Bohrer and sav he did not want Lucille’s friends in the 
house; that he was not interested in them and ^sked wit¬ 
ness to tell her she could not have them ainv more; 

m/ T 

149 that this was the night after Evelyn Jones had slept 
with Lucille at the invitation of Lucille; thgt witness 
communicated Dennett’s request to Lucille and! that the 
next time Lucille wanted to go out or wanted to l|ave com¬ 
pany Lucille asked Dennett if she could have [company 
and Dennett consented: that thereafter Dennett dijd not say 
anvthing about such matters or indicate that hb did not 
desire to have Lucille’s company there; that Dennett was 
home the night the Jones girl stayed there; 

That witness took care of the furnace in the house; that 
they have used approximately five tons of coal spice com¬ 
ing to Washington; that Dennett never took cape of the 
furnace; that witness did not have any man to talje care of 

the furnace and Lucille Bohrer attended to it bnlv once 

* 

or twice: 

That to witness’ knowledge there was no whiskev bottle 
found bv Dennett in the basement after witness had left; 
that the dav before the raid witness had cleaned the base- 

ment out and did not find anv whiskev bottles ;i that the 

. ■ ■ 7 1 

whiskev bottles found bv Dennett in the attic were found 

• • i 

in February after he had come home from the [hospital; 
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that it was then presumed by both of them that the bottles 
had been left there by the former tenants of the house; 
that witness had not been in the attic before that particular 
day in February and that no bottles had been put there, to 
her knowledge, either before or after that time; 

That on the morning of April 18, when Dennett and the 
detectives entered, witness was sitting on the couch with 
Adrian and remained there until Dennett turned the light 
on and then got to her feet and walked through the dining 
room into the kitchen; that Dennett met her in the kitchen, 
grabbed her by the wrists and swung her around, and said 
“Come in and meet my friends”; that Dennett called her 
a damned liar and a whore and said she was running a 
house of prostitution; and said she was the lowest 
150 thing he had ever seen, and that he wanted her to 
get out; 

That on the occasion Dennett said witness was not wear¬ 
ing her engagement ring, she had taken it off because the 
large stone in it had become loosened and she vras afraid of 
losing it; that she had alreadv lost one small stone from the 
ring: that witness has not had her wedding ring off, even 
to wash her hands, from the time it was placed on her hand 
until todav; that she didn’t remove her engagement ring 
with anv intent to avoid anv of her marriage vows; 

That in regard to the girl from Kansas City mentioned 
by Dennett, she had lunch with that girl and had spent 
an entire afternoon with her; that this was not through any 
prompting of Dennett; 

That in January she had selected the houses in Virginia; 
that no statement was made to her at the time that she 
would not be able to get them; that the final arrangement 
between her husband and herself in January before she 
returned to Lakewood was that she was to have the furni¬ 
ture moved down and that Dennett was to sign the papers 
and complete arrangements for the house; that she did not 
learn the houses were not for rent until after she had left 
here and returned to Lakewood, when Dennett sent her a 
wire to that effect; 

That the occasion of February 26, when Dennett came 
back from Lakewood, and found her talking to someone in 
front of the house, was as follows: that Lucille Bohrer 
and herself had gone to the drugstore, had some ice cream 
and returned home; that when they reached the house Jack 
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Mitchell and Evelyn Jones were sitting in the cail* in front 
of the house and they had stopped to talk a few minutes, 
and it was during that time that Dennett came into the 
house; that these folks were friends of Lucille Bohrer’s; 
that witness was not surprised to see them; that 

151 Lucille Bohrer was very anxious to go with Dennett 
to Lakewood on February 24, had asked hijn a num¬ 
ber of times if she could go, and that it didn’t make any dif¬ 
ference to the witness whether she did go or noj; go; 

That on the occasion when Dennett testified she came 
upstairs late while the tower clock was striking three, she 
had gone to a picture show, had returned to the house be¬ 
tween 11 and 11:30 and had stretched out on the couch to 
read; that she had evidently gone to sleep because she 
didn’t know the time until she went upstairs; that she does 
not know whether Dennett heard her come in that night; 
that Dennett had gone to bed about eight that night: 

That with reference to the routine care of the children, 
the two oldest usuallv got un in the morning and hkd break- 
fast with their father; as soon as breakfast was over their 
wraps were put on and they were sent out to play; they 
came in for their lunch and were allowed to go again in the 
afternoon until 3:30 or 4, when they were brought in, 
bathed, and dressed for dinner; that they did not take naps 
in the afternoon; that the babv had the same routine as anv 
children of his age; he was generally bathed in the morn¬ 
ing and sometimes in the afternoon; if the weather per¬ 
mitted he was put on the back porch; if the weather was 
very cold he was put in the front bedroom, which has four 
large windows; the window was pulled up and his bed was 
put in the sunshine; that she took the baby with her when she 
was out shopping; that this same routine was followed with 
the children at Lakewood; that before coming to Washing¬ 
ton she had consulted a physician, a Dr. Sickle, every month 
and sometimes twice a month and has asked for a change in 
the formula for the baby’s milk, also for changes ip the dif¬ 
ferent kinds of foods and the proportions of them 

152 and the hours at which he should receive his feed¬ 
ing; that she did not mistreat the babv dr anv of 

the children at any time; that she had never kicked the 
oldest child against the wall as testified bv Lucille Bohrer 
and scraped an inch and a half of skin off; that Dehnett was 
indifferent and not very affectionate with the children; that 
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up until this trouble began she never saw Dennett volun¬ 
tarily take anv of the children in his arms or plav with 
them; that he had flatly refused time and again to kiss or 
fondle the baby; 

That with reference to the Thanksgiving party in Lake- 
wood, Lucille Bohrer had called and asked if she could 
have some young people in; that on receiving permission 
Lucille had called <x bov friend of hers and asked him to 
get the rest of the group together and bring them over; 
that it was around eight o'clock when they got there; that 
there was no misconduct of any sort on the part of anyone 
and that there was no excessive drinking; that with ref¬ 
erence to the boy Lucille Bohrer has testified she spent 
the evening with on the back porch or in the back yard in 
his car, she had noticed the boy leave the house and knew 
he was sick; that when nobody else made a move to help him 
she went out and inquired if there was anything she could 
do; that he asked her to bring him some tomato juice; that 
he then asked for some soda and water, and for some black 
coffee, all of which witness gave him; that there were only 
three parties in all 1 in Lakewood from Thanksgiving 1931 to 
February 1; that the people at these parties were invited 
by Miss Bohrer and consisted of friends of hers; 

That witness never made a statement to Lucille Bohrer 
about letting a vacuum cleaner man make love to her, and 
that such was not the truth: 

That she had never made a statement the baby was not 
her husband’s and that would not be the truth; that 
153 the baby is her husband’s; 

That it was the general custom of the witness to 
change from her dress to pajamas when she fed the baby; 
that she wore them around the house almost entirely all the 
time; 

That on the occasion Lucille Bohrer stated she had tried 
to dance with her and found witness too drunk, Miss Bohrer 
had not tried to dance with her; that they had not been to¬ 
gether the entire evening; that the witness was with Naval 
officers and their wives; that witness did drink a little bit 
at the party; that there was no misconduct on her part; that 
she did not tell Lucille Bohrer she let a man make love to 
her that evening; that as she was leaving the hotel after the 
dance, Lucille Bohrer had asked to go home with the wit¬ 
ness ; that witness had been invited to go to the Log Cabin 
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to breakfast and that she asked Lucille Bohrer to Igo along; 
that she went home for her car with Lucille Bihrer and 
followed the other people to Log Cabin; that opne of the 
officers asked the people at Log Cabin to fix tljiem some 
breakfast; that this was a rather gala occasion; thjat Lucille 
Bohrer’s aunt from Tom’s River, N. J., was takipg care of 
the children that night; 

That on the occasion she met Officer Darby, sh^ and Lu¬ 
cille Bohrer were seated in a drug store getting some ice 
cream; that Billy Edwards, a friend of Lucille Bohrer’s 
stopped to speak and was introduced to the witness; that 
they were talking when Darby came in; that Lucille Bohrer 
stated she would like to meet Darby and Edwardjs brought 
him over to the table and introduced him; thqt Lucille 
Bohrer gave her telephone number to Darby at his request; 
that the telephone had been put in a week before this; that 
Darby did not call the witness the day following; that on the 
occasion when it was testified Lucille Bohrer had called from 
Darby’s apartment, the witness did not make any statement 
that the coast was clear and that they cc|uld come 
154 over; that Lucille Bohrer had merely called to ask 
if the party could come to the house; thjat Officer 
Darby came along; that he did go upstairs with tile witness 
that night; that he had asked if he could see th^ children 
and she asked him up to the children’s room; that they 
were there five or ten minutes; that she did not go to the 
bath room with Darby at any time; that she has nb recollec¬ 
tion of the occasion when Lucille Bohrer testified witness 
had told her to get rid of some people so that they could 
go riding with Darby and Mangum; that she haq been out 
riding with Darby, Mangum and Lucille Bohrer; that she 
didn’t know they were going to the apartment gntil they 
stopped and they were asked to come in; that she kat on the 
couch in the living room and Mangum and Bohijer sat on 
another couch; that there was no misconduct at all between 
Darby and the witness; that Darby had never attempted 
anything wrong in any shape, way or form; that Darby had 
never tried to bestow any affection of any sort on her; that 
she had never told Lucille Bohrer it was hell to j live with 
one man and love another; that she had never h^d any af¬ 
fection for Darby; that she didn’t try to steal Dhrby from 
Lucille Bohrer; that Darby had gone out wit|h Lucille 
Bohrer and had called her often; that the witness bas never 

7 I 

I 

i 
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gone to Darby’s apartment either before or after any swim¬ 
ming party at the Ambassador Hotel; that she was never 
with Darby in his apartment alone; that on one occasion 
Darby’s younger brother called her on the phone and said 
he was sick and asked her if she could help him; that she 
told him she would bring something she had in the house 
down for him and leave it as his apartment; she got there 
about 9 o’clock and found he had gone to the hospital and 
there was no one in the apartment; that she noticed the boy 
had had no opportunity to clean or take care of the place 
during the week he had been sick; that she straightened 
things up; that as she was leaving the building she 
155 met his brother and some girl going into the apart¬ 
ment and stopped and talked with them for a 
moment, and then went home; that no one was in the 
apartment at any time while she was there; that Darby oc¬ 
casionally stopped by the house and had something to eat 
in the evening; that this was done at the invitation of Lu¬ 
cille Bohrer; that witness never came downstairs in a night¬ 
gown when Darbv or anv other man was there; that she 
has never seen Darby intoxicated or under the influence 
of liquor; 

That witness in felling fortunes with cards never referred 
to any particular card as the 44 old witch,” meaning Den¬ 
nett’s mother; 

That the occasion when Lucille Bohrer testified witness 
had called and ask6d her to go down and see her at the Cairo 
Hotel didn’t occur; that she didn’t tell Lucille Bohrer she 
had a stomach rash and show it to her; that the facts of 
that incident are the witness had been out in the after¬ 
noon looking for work; when she returned to the Dodge 
Hotel she found a call from Lucille Bohrer; that she called 
Lucille who told the witness that she, Lucille, was in 
trouble; that she could not talk from the house but would 
go to the corner and call; that she did call in about five min¬ 
utes and stated she was in trouble but that she would rather 
not talk over the phone; that Lucille Bohrer then came to 

the hotel and stated to the witness, “I have - and 

I want you to go with me to the Emergency Hospital for an 
examination. Will they take care of me if I am in this con¬ 
dition?”; that witness expressed her doubt as to a reputable 
doctor having anything to do with a situation like that but 
witness expressed a willingness to go to the hospital with 
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Lucille Bohrer; that Lucille told what she had donb to try to 
rid herself of the baby and inquired if it was thb thing to 
do; that witness told Lucille that she didn’t know 

156 whether it would do any good or not; that she did not 
think it was the thing to do because things of that 

type were dangerous; that witness doesn’t know ojf her own 
personal knowledge whether Lucille Bohrer was pregnant; 
that her only information is Lucille Bohrer’s wjord; that 
Lucille Bohrer later decided she would wait another two 
weeks before going to the hospital for an examina¬ 
tion; that witness did not show Lucille anv stomach rash 
or state that she had any; that witness did not sthte to Lu¬ 
cille she had called Adrian to ask if he had any venereal 
disease; that she had never called him and asked any such 
question; that she had no reason to wonder if he had any 
disease; 

That she had gone to see Dr. Kelly for an examination 
at the suggestion of her attorney after he advised her that 
a suggestion had come from Dennett’s lawyers that such an 
examination should be made; 

That witness did not call Lucille Bohrer and offer her a 

i 

job for her testimony; that Lucille had been permitted to 
stay at Adrian’s house only after the witness Had asked 
Mrs. Adrian to let her stay until she found work; that wit¬ 
ness was at Mrs. Adrian’s from Monday, April 18, until 
the following Thursday, but Lucille Bohrer was with her 
all the time; that witness and Lucille Bohrer slept together; 
that witness then took Lucille to the Dodge Hotel j that Lu¬ 
cille did not manifest any bitterness toward the witness at 
that time; that witness did nothing to make Lucille angry, 
didn’t steal her boy friends and Lucille Bohrer was not 
without company because of anything the witness pad done; 
that the various people wdio called at the Dennett hbme were 
friends of Lucille Bohrer’s and called at Lucillej’s invita¬ 
tion; that Lucille’s testimony that she had gone out only 
once or twice in Lakewood from the middle of Jjuly until 
Thanksgiving was not true; that Saturday afteriioon Miss 
Bohrer’s aunt came for her from Tom’s River arid Lucille 
returned home Sunday night; that Lucille I went out 

157 two or three evenings a week without any objection 
from the witness; that Mrs. Dennett’s parents were 

with her from the 26th of August until the 18th ofj October, 
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during which time the baby was born; that Lucille was go¬ 
ing out a couple of evenings a week during that period. 

That following their marriage the Dennetts lived in San 
Diego, California; that from there they moved to Bremer¬ 
ton, Wash., for about six months, then moved back to San 
Diego, then to Mare Island, Cal., in San Francisco Bay; 
that it was verv cold there and there is a considerable 
amount of fog; that the first baby was born in San Diego; 

that thcv lived there until the babv was about four months 
• * 

old, then went to Mare Island for about six or eight weeks, 
then back to San Diego for a short time, when they came 
east; that she had a nurse for the baby; that her parents 
were there, although their home is in Kansas City, Mo.; 
that her parents have been with her before all of the chil¬ 
dren were born; that she did not know Lucille Bohrer prior 
to employing her; that she was hired to help with the chil¬ 
dren and take care of the house because it was just a short 
time before the last baby was born; 

That she came to Washington to see Dennett while he 
was in the hospital here, but did not do so at his request; 
that he did not write and ask her to come; that she had a 
letter from him just before Christmas in which he charged 
she was trying to ruin his reputation and accused her of 
making a statement to one of the officer’s wives that she 
had had three children and two miscarriages, and Dennett 
said the witness didn’t know the meaning of love and that 
she had never loved him, which statement was not true; 
that she received this letter about ten o’clock in the morn¬ 
ing, went to her landlord in Lakewood and borrowed some 
monev from him and caught a twelve o’clock bus 
158 for Philadelphia, reaching Washington that night 
about 7 ;30 t ; that when she got in Washington she 
asked the woman at the Travelers’ Aid in the station where 
to go and was directed to the Dodge Hotel; that she regis¬ 
tered there and then went to the hospital to see Dennett; 
that she stayed here about three days and went home in 
time to prepare for the children’s Christmas; that Dennett 
on that occasion did not sav anything to her about moving 
to Washington with the family; that he didn’t sav anything 
to indicate he wanted her and the children here; that she 
wanted to take Dennett home with her for Christmas; that 
the attending physician said he might go and that Dennett 
then decided against going; that he ordered some Christ¬ 
mas gifts for the children sent from Washington; 
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That Dennett asked her to come down the latter part of 
January and told her in his letter that he had brders to 
report for duty in Washington and asked her to come down 
and hunt up a house because he was not able to do it him¬ 
self, being still in the hospital; that she came dojwn; that 
Dennett suggested she drive the car from Lakewood but 
they didn’t have 1932 license plates and she was [ifraid to 
make the trip, that she then wired her father and borrowed 
$50 from him and came on the train, registering at the 
Dodge Hotel; that she had two real estate agents each day 
for the next three days taking her to look at houses; that 
Dennett was then on a cane or crutches and it was best for 
him not to leave the hospital so she went alone i; neither 
Dennett’s mother nor sister went with her; that she finallv 
found two houses on the Virginia side and made [arrange¬ 
ments to ship the furniture down; that Dennett told her to 
go back and get readv to come down and that he Would go 
on the Saturday preceding the day she was to come and 
sign the lease for the house; that she returned to Lakewood 
and came to Washington on the first of Februarv jwith the 

* I 

children; j 

That Dennett was home everv Saturdav night until 
159 Sundav evening from the first week in Februarv; 

that later he was allowed to come home fojr dinner 
and report back to the hospital, and that later he ^pent his 
nights at home and reported to the hospital for si<kk leave; 
that he was discharged from the hospital February 22 or 
23; that from the sixth of March until April 18[Dennett 
was out nearlv everv evening and his Saturdav afternoons 
and Sunday afternoons were often spent out of the house; 
that during this period Dennett invited the witness to ac¬ 
company him only once or twice, and which she c(id; that 
when Dennett went out without her, she asked where he was 
going and was told that he didn’t have to tell heir every¬ 
thing; that he would return about 9 o’clock in the [evening, 
having gone out about 7; that there were several Occasions 
when he was out until around 11; that he told hei| he was 
with his mother and sister; that he did not invite her to 
visit his mother or sister on any of these occasions; that 
she didn’t want particularly to go see them as it Jvvas em¬ 
barrassing so long as the feeling existed between hii mother 
and herself; that witness saw Dennett’s mother twice after 
her marriage; that once Dennett’s mother visited Ithem in 

i 
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Lakeliurst when the second child was about six months old; 

that on one occasion when Dennett’s mother was in Atlantic 

City they had called on her; that witness had never been in 

Washington prior to the first of February; that Dennett’s 

mother is verv elderlv; 

» * 

That witness didn’t know any of the people who attended 
parties at her house until introduced to them by Lucille 
Bohrer; that there were several occasions when Lucille 
Bohrer entertained friends while Dennett was present; that 
there were several occasions when Lucille had company in 
the house when witness was not there; that Lucille intro¬ 
duced the witness to Adrian; that she and Lucille 
160 Bohrer were going to a picture show when a car 
went by and Lucille waved; the car stopped and Lu¬ 
cille explained she thought it was Dick Mitchell and Evelyn 
Jones; the car contained Adrian and Mr. Saunders and two 
girls, with whom Lucille had become acquainted when she 
was in Washington before; that the witness had not met 
any of them prior to this time; that the entire party went 
to the Dennett home that evening, listened to the radio and 
talked; that about two weeks later Adrian was at the house 
with another group of young people, friends of Lucille 
Bohrer. and was there on several occasions after that; that 
Adrian invited her to picture shows and she went; that 
Dennett was not spending his time at home during this 
period; that Adrian’s conduct was always gentlemanly; 
that he had no affection for the witness and she had none 
for him; that there were never anv intimate relations be- 
tween them; that when Adrian was at the house he was 
always downstairs in the living room; that they played the 
radio and talked and Adrian never staved there all night 
or until 3 and 4 ’o clock in the morning; that Lucille was 
present on a number of times when Adrian was at the 
house; that if Lucille was in bed when Adrian came witness 
would go upstairs and get her up and bring her downstairs; 

That on the night of the raid Adrian, Lucille Bohrer and 
witness had been to a picture show; that she had asked 
Lucille to go with them; that after the show they left Lu¬ 
cille at the Cairo Hotel; that they then came back to the 
house in a taxicab shortly before 11:30; that Adrian went 
into the living room; that witness went upstairs, changed 
from street clothes into pajamas, went back downstairs, 
prepared the baby’s bottle, fed him, changed him, and went 


I 
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downstairs again; Adrian in the meantime was listening to 
the radio; that Adrian was not upstairs that evening and 
was never upstairs with the witness on any other|occasion; 
that witness had been downstairs in the living reborn possi- 
blv ten minutes when the raid occurred; that she 

161 did not know Dennett was coming in; that she heard 
the front door open and saw Dennett ! and two 

strangers coming in; that she stood where she was until 
the lights were turned on; that she and Adrian were listen¬ 
ing to the radio; that while the Dennetts were living to¬ 
gether with the children in Lakewood and other places they 

usuallv left the children alone when thev went out in the 
* * 

evening and Dennett never indicated that it wa£ not the 
proper thing to do; that witness was twenty yeays old and 
had just graduated from high school at the time of her mar¬ 
riage and depended upon Dennett for advice and things of 
that sort, as she regarded him as the head of the family, 
and that Dennett himself took part in the practice of occa¬ 
sionally leaving the children alone in the house; that wit¬ 
ness was never away from the house during feeding periods 
for the children; 

That on the night of the raid Adrian was fully clothed 
and witness was fully clothed; that prior to leaving the 
house the morning of the 18th the witness, without j any sug¬ 
gestion from Dennett, wrote out directions for feeding the 
baby; that witness was afraid to insist upon staying there 
but did not want to leave; that witness did not t^ll Watts 
she wanted to go and leave Dennett there; that she left be¬ 
cause Dennett told her to pack and get out and she was 
afraid to do anything else; that she had no money and no 
place to go; that she had no relatives in the cityJind Den¬ 
nett knew this; that Dennett gave her $2.50 and Watts said 
“That is not enough, we can’t turn her out with that much 
monev,” and gave her ten dollars which he toldj Dennett 
would be added to his bill; that Adrian left with her; that 
they took a taxicab and drove to the Cairo Hotel wjhere wit¬ 
ness went up to Lucille Bohrer’s room; that shej did not 
know who else to turn to; that she told Lucille that; Dennett 
had turned her out and she didn’t know v^here she 

162 was going or what she was going to do; tha[t Lucille 
didn’t say witness could stay there; that fehe then 
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went to Adrian’s home with him, where she was introduced 
to Adrian’s mother; that she spent the night there in a 
room bv herself; that she was there from Mondav the 18th 
until the following Thursday; that on Monday, the 18th, 
Lucille came there and staved until Thursdav; that she and 
Lucille Bohrer occupied the same room and slept together; 
that during that time there was no bitterness on the part 
of either toward the other or anv manifestation of bitter- 
ness; that there had been no spats or arguments with Lu¬ 
cille; that Lucille had never told her on anv occasion that 
witness was not doing right or anything of that sort; 

That witness does not remember burning matches on the 
night of the raid and saying anything about burning- 
bridges ; that on the night of the raid witness went upstairs; 
that she went into the baby’s room; that Dennett came up¬ 
stairs while she was still in the babv’s room and followed 
her through to the other children’s bedroom; that she was 
afraid to touch the children while he was there; 

That the lights were never turned out while witness was 
in Darby’s apartment; 

That witness did not accompany two men from the house 

to the vieinitv of G06 Eve Street as testified to bv Tatum 
* * %■ 

and did not kiss anv man in an automobile; that there was 
never any occasion during this period when witness was 
with two men in an automobile; 

That there was never anv occasion when witness and 

* 

Adrian were lying on the lounge as testified to by Lucille 
Bohrer; that no man ever stayed in the house all night ex¬ 
cept Dennett; that Adrian never left at 4 or 4:30 in the 
morning and witness never accompanied him to the front 
porch to bid him goodnight; 

That witness did not admit to Dennett and the detectives 
that she had been guiltv of misconduct with anv man 
163 and did not sav anvthing that would indicate she had 
been guiltv, and witness savs that she had never been 
guilty of adultery with Adrian, Darby, or any other man; 

That up until the night she was put out of the house she 
had always cared for Dennett and had always loved her 
children dearly; that on no occasion in Washington has she 
come home around 2:30 and 3 o ’clock in the morning; that 
the occasions when she visited some place in Georgetown 
she made a call upon Mr. and Mrs. Newman. 
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On cross-examination, witness testified as follows: 

That she met the Newmans through Lucille Bolder; that 
she never came back from visiting the Newmans around 3 
or 2 o’clock; that Mr. Newman is about 40, Mrs. Newman 22 
or 23; that Mr. Newman was always home when site called; 
that she never called except in the evenings; that ^he never 
left home as late as 9:40 in the evening; that she heard 
everything Miss Bohrer testified to; that she went! over the 
testimony with her counsel before testifying; that pn May 3 
she obtained a court order giving her custody of the 
children from 3 to 5:30 each afternoon; that the ^ast time 
she took them out was about a month ago; that sfie hasn’t 
parked in the alley behind the children’s house ;j that her 
father has not followed the maid and housekeeper ;j that her 
father did not offer the housekeeper $100 to help^ him get 
the children; that she has not been separated from her? 
father and mother more than for a few minutes ht a time 
since they have been in town; that she did not go jwith her 
father to see Miss Bohrer; that Darbv is the one Miss 
Bohrer referred to as Clark Gable; that Darby was com- 
monlv referred to around the house as Clark Gable I that she 

* i 

is quite a motion picture fan and takes quite a few moving 
picture magazines; that she did not have a photo- 
164 graph of her husband on one side of the dresser and 
Clark Gable on the other side; that the moying pic¬ 
ture magazine photograph of Clark Gable now sho^vn to the 
witness was not cut out by her and was not on her dresser; 

(The picture was marked defendant’s exhibit 3 for iden¬ 
tification.) 

i 

That she remembers the first time she phoned |her hus¬ 
band after leaving home on April 18; that she does not 
remember directing him to send her mail to Evelyfi Jones; 
that she did not tell him she was living at Adrianj’s home; 
that she did not tell him where she was living; jthat she 
called to ask about the children; that she told hint to send 
money to her at the Dodge Hotel; that she wefit to the 
Dodge Hotel on Thursday following the day she lefr home; 
that she handled the household money when she was first 
married; that she did not buy any household furniture 
because they were living in furnished houses; that she 
remembers the Sunday of the big snow but does not remem- 
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ber Dennett asked lier to accompany him any place that day; 
she does remember both of them went out but she does not 
remember where she went; she did not know Dennett’s 
mother was not visiting anvone but did know she had been 
injured; that she would have enjoyed going to Sunday 
School with the children but the duties and care of the 
baby in the morning kept her from going; that the same 
duties did not keep her from going to the movies at night; 
that the children were then in bed; that she does not remem¬ 
ber the last time she went to church; she occasionally reads 
the Bible, there are two small New Testaments in the house 
belonging to the children kept with the children’s things; 
that she does not read them to the children; that she some¬ 
times prays; that in Lakewood Dennett made arrangements 
with a colored fellow named Charles to take care of the 
furnace; that Charles did not show up and the land- 
165 lord lighted the furnace; that she does not remember 
writing Dennett not to get anvone to take care of the 
furnace and she ^loes not remember Dennett writing her 
to get some one; that when they moved to Washington the 
man who delivered the coal started the fire in the furnace; 
that she does not remember discussing the operation of the 
furnace with Dennett; that Dennett did not take care of the 
furnace when he got out of the hospital; that she does not 
drink when she can get out of it graciously; that it was not 
the instruction to guests in her house to take their empty 
whiskey bottles away with them; that the people who came 
to the house were friends of Lucille Bohrer; that she 
liked young people but they came to see Lucille; that occa¬ 
sionally Miss Johes came to the house to see her; Adrian 
came to see her; that Darby was never there to see her 
alone; that there were several nights when she fell asleep 
reading on the couch; that she got up at 7 o’clock in the 
morning; did not take morning naps but occasionally took 
a nap in the day; that on the morning of the raid she sat on 
the couch until Dennett turned on the light; that that light 
switch is over the couch; that there is a light switch in the 
hall just inside the door but that was not switched on first; 
that Dennett expected to find her upstairs and did not 
switch on any light downstairs until he saw her; that she 
went to the kitchen to get a drink of water; that she knew 
the men who came in with Dennett were not guests and 
wanted to get out of the room where they were; that she 
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does not know how much Dr. Sickle charged for Iris visits; 

that Dennett paid him; that Dr. Sickle is not a Navy doctor; 

that she is not sure but believes Dr. Sickle charged $50 for 

delivering the baby; that she did not see a bill |from Dr. 

Sickle; that she remembers when Dr. Sickle treated a burn 

on the baby’s arm and she remembers when Dr. Sickle 

called when Mary Jane was there. 

* 

(A check payable to the order of Dr. $ickle for 
166 $53 was marked defendant’s exhibit 4.) | 

That there was not excessive drinking at the Thanks¬ 
giving party in Lakewood; that she does not know 
what made Thompson sick; that she does not usually serve 
her guests tomato juice, soda and water, and blafck coffee; 
but she will if they get sick; that she did serve it to Thomp¬ 
son ; that she did not sit, in the car with him; thatj she does 
not remember when the milk was delivered that jmorning; 
that she thinks Thompson had eaten something tjiat made 
him ill but does not know what he had eaten; tha^ she had 
fed quite a few people off the turkey that night ;| that she 
remembers Mr. Upright from Asbury Park as the plan they 
bought the vacuum cleaner from; that she ordered the 
cleaner on the installment plan; that the first tim^ Upright 
called he did not have the cleaner with him and tide second 
time he brought the machine with him; that he did jnot make 
love to her; that she does not remember writing qny letter 
to Cousin Carla about an affair with the vacuum clejaner man 
and then tearing it up and throwing it into the wastebasket 
after deciding not to mail it; that she remembers ^ conver¬ 
sation with Dennett about the vacuum cleaner; ithat she 
never made an admission to Dennett she had allbwed the 
man to kiss her; that Dennett had told her to pack her 
clothes and go home on account of the cleaner; the witness 
denies making any confession to Dennett and asking for his 
forgiveness; that the cleaner was purchased thp last of 
August or the first of September; (witness identifies her 
signature on a carbon copy of the contract of purchase of 
the vacuum;) that later Dennett said he would rather pay 
and get the contract over with and they went dowii, paid in 
full and got a receipt; 

(The contract of purchase was marked defendant’s 
exhibit 5 for identification and the receipt was marked 
defendant’s exhibit 6 for identification;) 
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167 That Upright, the salesman, was not in the office 

when they called to pay; that witness drank very little 
at the Lakewood ball; that she did not have a second glass; 
that she does not know anything about a bed being torn 
down at the hotel tjiat night and was not present when it 
happened; that she does not recall what time the people 
she was with went home; that she went with a Mrs. Peck; 
that she went to Log Cabin because she was invited; that 
she saw the sun rise at home that morning; that she went 
directly from the restaurant where they had breakfast to 
her home; that Lucille went with her; that she was not the 
instigator of the party; she denies there was excessive 
drinking on her part; that it was Friday after she came to 
Washington on Monday that Edwards introduced Darby to 
Lucille Bohrer and herself in the drugstore at 30 and M 
Streets; that it was on the next night that Lucille tele¬ 
phoned from Darby’s apartment and asked if she could 
bring them to the house; that the phone had been put in 
after they moved into the house; that witness was not 
particularly anxious to contact people when she first came 
to Washington; that she did go out with Lucille to meet 
people; that she did not go to the drugstore for the purpose 
of meeting Darby; that she left the house with Lucille 
Bohrer, Darby and Mangum that night around 12 o’clock 
because she was asked to have something to eat; that some 
of the bovs had something to drink with them, she does not 
know T wffiat it w’a$ and did not touch it; that Dennett does 
not drink; that she did not know the boys were going to 
bring liquor; that the boys mixed the drinks and she did 
not do anything to keep them from it; that she poured 
ginger ale in the glasses however; that ginger ale is what 
she is accustomed to serving; that she got the ginger ale in 
the house; that she generally keeps ginger ale in the house; 
that there was some drinking in her home in Lakew r ood; 

that she went to the movies a good deal in Lakewood; 

368 that she knew' one of Lucille’s friends named Buddv 

*/ 

Loden who w r as working in Taylor’s drug store and 
she knows Stumpy Briar who wras working in the drug 
store, and know r s Marjorie Messford, and Jimmy Messford 
and Larry Altberg but does not know Harry Bethy; that 
they had a habit of dropping around to her home in Lake- 
wood; that there were only three parties she knows of in 
Lakew’ood; that the only one she distinctly remembers is 
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the Thanksgiving party; that on the other occasions they 
danced to the radio and she laid out the cards forjthem and 
they talked; that it was a favorite pastime of hers to lay 
out cards; that she does not remember exactly when liquor 
was served; that Dennett was in the hospital at ithe time; 
that she wrote and told Dennett what was going on; that 
she enjoyed the young people herself; that she Jiad other 
companions in Lakewood; that she was willing to have 
respectable adult companionship; that she did notj have any 
outside friends in Washington; that she and D^rby were 
together in the children’s room for a few minutes; that 
Darby was fond of children; that Darby had asked about 
the children, where they were and asked if he could see 
them; Darby did not tell her he was married or th^t he had 
any children; that she did not know at that tim^ whether 
Darby w^as married; that Darby remarked about the beauty 
of the children; that she does not think Darby had enough 
liquor to make him sentimental; that they left bjorne that 
evening after the baby had had his bottle at 11 o’clock; that 
they followed the rest of the party out as soon a$ she and 
Lucille got their coats; that she does not know wljat Darby 
and Mangum did while she was upstairs getting Jier coat; 
that they did not go for a ride, but went for somjething to 
eat which took about half an hour; that they got in the 
car and she thought they were going home unti^ the car 
pulled up in front of Darby’s apartment; that it \|as a two 
seated car; that Mangum drove; that she does not 
169 remember any liquor at Darby’s apartment f that she 
laid out the cards, then sat and listened to the radio 
a while and went home; that it is a small apartment; 
that she does not think her conduct that evening was per¬ 
fectly proper; that she does not know- why she did it; that 
it was not a habit with her; that she saw no harm in it and 
did not know when she left the house she was going to the 
apartment; that there was nothing ungentleman^v or un¬ 
ladylike in the affair; that Darby never came to th<^ house in 
the dead of night; that she has served him sandwiches; that 
she did a good bit of entertaining; that she does not remem¬ 
ber any night at 1 or 2 o’clock when she opened|the bed¬ 
room door and Dennett said “boo”; that she does not 
remember one night when Dennett roused up she 

came in and she told him she was restless and Unable to 
sleep and had been down on the couch reading; jthat she 
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does not remember when she took the sandwich to Darby’s 
apartment; that Lucille could have what she wanted in the 
ice box for her friends; that there was another woman at 
Darby’s apartment when she got there; that it was snow¬ 
ing; that she does not know whether Dennett had asked her 
to go calling with him that day; she does not know how 
long Darby had been in Washington; that she knew Darby 
had a brother living in the same apartment but does not 
know a great deal about Darby; that she did not see any 
harm in doing what she could for Darby’s brother while he 
was sick; that the brother had never been out to her house; 
that she had seen him just a few times; that she straigtened 
up the apartment; that she did not tell Bohrer it made her 
mad to think another woman was going to sleep in the bed 
she had made up; that Adrian did not visit her more than 
6 or 7 times; that they usually went to a show; that she does 
not remember leaving the house and meeting some one else 
who had left ahead of her; that she did not give any 
170 reasons to Dennett for going out; that he never ques¬ 
tioned her; that Dennett was generally in bed before 
she left; that the job of putting the children to bed at night 
generally occupied her until 8 or 8:30; that she met Adrian 
twice at the corner of Garfield and Wisconsin Ave.; that 
the night before the raid witness was sitting in the house 
listening to the radio and talking; that Adrian was never 
there as late as 3 o’clock; that this particular night he left 
around midnight; that the only way she has to judge the 
time is that it was shortly after the baby was fed; that 
Adrian always left a few minutes after the baby had his 
bottle at night, which was generally between 10:30 and 11; 
that there were n b radio stations tuned in after 1 o’clock; 
that the only light in the room the night of the raid was the 
pilot light on the radio; that oftentimes the young people 
who were there turned the lights off and danced with the 
light of the radio; that Adrian was the only one who ever 
came to the house alone; that she did not dance with Adrian 
with only the radio light on; that Adrian does not dance; 
that when Darby was there the other lights were turned on 
in the house; that nothing went on with Adrian that was 
wrong; that Adrian always came in the house when they 
returned from the movies; that she does not know what 
time the milkman came; witness identified a picture taken 
on the occasion of her visit to Dennett’s mother in Atlantic 






137 


i 
i 

i 
i 

i 

MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNETT. 

City, that picture being Mr. Dennett’s sister, mother, 
Dennett, and witness, and the oldest child, Margaret Ann; 

(Picture was marked plaintiff’s exhibit 7 foit identifica¬ 
tion ;) 

On redirect-examination the witness testified pas follows: 

i 

Witness does not remember exactly how rfiany times 
Adrian and she went out together; that they always 

171 went to a picture show; that on the occasion Darby 
was there and had a beefsteak sandwich, Miss Boh- 

rer was also there; that the reason she has not taken advan¬ 
tage of the order permitting her to visit the children was 
because she wanted to avoid unpleasantness with Dennett’s 
mother; that she has been anxious to see the children; that 

i 

she accompanied them to Dr. Wall for an examination; 
that she has never treated the children unkindly |or cruelly; 
that she never kicked one of the children in hef life; that 
in addition to feeding the children she had charge of their 
clothing and general care; that the children are very fond 
of her; that her parents love the children dearlyj; 

On recross-examination the witness testified hs follows: 

That Lucille Bohrer was there when she made Darbv the 

* 

beefsteak sandwich; that she has never thought of Lucille 
as a scapegoat on whom she could put her sins; that she had 
no conversation with Lucille respecting venereal disease; 
that witness’s testimony relative to Lucille being pregnant 
was exactly what happened. 

Rudolp- J. Saunders was called as a witness on behalf 
of the defendants and, after being duly sworn, testified as 
follows: 

That he knows Mr. and Mrs. Dennett and Adrian; the 

— ' 

first time he saw Dennett was one Sunday morniing about 8 
o’clock when he went up to see Lucille, and Dennett asked 
him to go on his side and go down to court; that pie refused 
to sign any paper until he could see a lawyer; that he was 
not shown a paper that Lucille said Adrian had 

172 signed, and wanted witness to sign with him; Den¬ 
nett was present while Lucille was talking with him; 

that she wanted him to sign papers similar t^> the ones 
Adrian had signed; that he was riding with Adtian and a 
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couple of girls on Wisconsin Ave. in March, 1932, when 
Lucille hailed him; that he then met Mrs. Dennett; that 
the crowd of them later that evening went back to Mrs. 
Dennett’s house for a w hile; that he has been at the Den¬ 
nett house on two or three occasions and each time there 
was a party; that Adrian was there on one occasion; that 
Adrian knew all of the girls there and they were friends of 
his; that he did not notice anv marked attention between 
Adrian and Mrs. Dennett and did not notice any mani¬ 
festation of affection or liking for each other; that Adrian 
and Mrs. Dennett did not leave the crowd together; that 
there was nothing wrong at any of the parties; that they 
danced, played the radio, sang and had a few drinks; that 
Dennett was home on one occasion when witness was there 
with Lucille, Dick Mitchell and Evelyn Jones; that they 
stayed there a little while; that Dennett made no objections; 
that Mrs. Dennett was not home that evening; 

On cross examination the witness testified as follows: 

That he was in the house but did not go upstairs that 
evening; that Lucille told him Mrs. Dennett was not home 
that evening; that the one evening Adrian was there he 
left about 12:30; that Adrian was still there; that he was 
with Adrian all evening; that with reference to the conver¬ 
sation he had with Dennett and Miss Bohrer on Sunday 
morning the week before when they called on him, Dennett 
came in and was introduced and said he wanted witness to 
sign papers; that Adrian had already signed; that he had 
known Adrian for 6 or 7 years; that he told Dennett 
173 about the friendship between him and Adrian; 

On redirect-examination the witness testified as fol¬ 
lows : 

That everything he has stated on the witness stand is the 
truth. 

Raymond D. Adrian, the codefendant, was called as a 
witness on behalf of the defendants and, after being duly 
sworn, testified as follows: 

That he is the codefendant; lives at 1725 34th St. with 
his mother; has lived in the District 11 years; is 23 years 
old; is employed as a printer in the Westminster Press; 
has been for 6 years; goes to work at 8 o’clock in the morn¬ 
ing, gets off at 5; is single; 
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Knows Mrs. Dennett and Lucille Bohrer; met! Lucille at 
a party about a year ago at 20th & P Sts.; metjMrs. Den¬ 
nett about the middle of March this year through Lucille 
Bohrer at the corner of Wisconsin and 34th St.; that he was 
riding with Mr. Saunders and two girls; that Lucille sig¬ 
nalled them to stop and he was then introduced to Mrs. 
Dennett; that he went to the Dennett home that pvening at 
the suggestion of Lucille Bohrer around 9 ofclock and 
stayed until around 11 o’clock; that they listened to the 
radio and talked; that nothing of an indecent nature took 
place; 

That about 2 weeks later at the invitation of Lucille he 
went to the Dennett home to a party; that he met Lucille 
at a delicatessen and she invited him; that there! were 3 or 
4 fellows and about 6 girls present that evening ;| that noth¬ 
ing of an improper or indecent nature tookj place that 
174 evening; that he left about 12:00 or 12:30j; 

That he saw Mrs. Dennett and Lucill0 at home 
about half a dozen times after that; that on most of these 
occasions there were other people in the house; tjiat he was 
a good friend with both Mrs. Dennett and Mi^s Bohrer; 
that he had no intimate relations with Mrs. Dehnett; was 
never in love with her; that Mrs. Dennett was never in 
love with him; that 2 or 3 times he went to the movies with 
Mrs. Dennett; that after the movies they went jhome, she 
would feed the baby; they would talk awhile ai)d then he 
would leave; that he never stayed all night; that he never 
stayed until 4 o’clock nor 3 o’clock; that he neverjmade love 
to her nor she to him; that on one occasion when there were 
other people in the house he went upstairs to us0 the toilet 
and came right back down; that he did not see jMrs. Den¬ 
nett upstairs; that he never laid down on the sofa down¬ 
stairs with Mrs. Dennett; 

That he was at the Dennett house the night Dennett and 
the detectives came in; that he had been to a showj with Mrs. 
Dennett and Lucille; that he had met them at the Dennett 
house; that after the show he took Lucille to !the Cairo 
Hotel and went home with Mrs. Dennett; that Ivhen thev 
got home Mrs. Dennett changed her clothes, got the baby’s 
bottle, and had just come back downstairs about j.5 minutes 
before Dennett came in; that he was not upstairs on any 
occasion that night; that they were sitting on jthe couch 
talking when Dennett came in; that the radio was playing; 
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that he had no warning that Dennett and the detectives 
were coining in; that he saw them when they came into the 
front door; that they did not switch on the light but started 
upstairs; that there was a large dial on the radio with 
enough light to light the room; that both he and Mrs. Den¬ 
nett were fully clothed; that Mrs. Dennett on that evening 
did not sav she had been guilty of anv misconduct or 

175 anv words to that effect; that she did not sav she 
thought she ought to leave the house; that Dennett 

told her to take her clothes and get out; that Dennett said 
both he and Mrs. Dennett were damn liars; that Dennett 
gave her $2.50 and Watts gave her $10 more; that he and 
Mrs. Dennett went to the Cairo Hotel to see Lucille Bohrer 
at Mrs. Dennett’s suggestion; that thev then went to the 
Adrian house because Mrs. Dennett had no other place to 
go; that his mother was home and met Mrs. Dennett on that 
occasion; that Mrs. Dennett spent the night in the spare 
room; that Lucille Bohrer came to the house the next morn¬ 
ing and spent the next 3 or 4 nights in the same room with 
Mrs. Dennett; that there was no bitterness nor ill feeling 
between Mrs. Dennett and Lucille Bohrer on this occasion; 
that before Mrs. Dennett left the house the night of the raid 
she did not make any statement to the effect that she was 
unfit to take care of the children; that Mrs. Dennett did 
not say “I don’t want you gentlemen to think that I did 
anything like this before I came to Washington—I have not 
done right—I am not fit to have the children” or any words 
to that effect; that Adrian has never been in trouble of anv 
kind; that he has never at any time committed adultery with 
Mrs. Dennett. 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That he met Mrs. Dennett through Lucille Bohrer; that 
he could not have gone to the Dennett house except for Miss 
Bohrer; that he went there a couple of times to take Mrs. 
Dennett to a show" because they both enjoyed movies; that 
he did not know whether Mrs. Dennett was being neglected 
or not and did not even think about it; that he took her to 
a show because they both enjoyed shows; that he does not 
have a custom of looking up married women whom he con¬ 
siders neglected by their husbands and taking them 

176 around to amuse them; that he does not know 
whether Dennett was home at any time when he sat 
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on the couch with the radio light burning; that they had 
been in the kitchen to fix the baby’s bottle on thb night of 
the raid; that there was no light in the front yoom and 
when the light in the kitchen was put out he just feat in the 
front room; that the baby was fed upstairs; that he did not 
help fix the baby’s bottle but was standing in thje kitchen 
talking to Mrs. Dennett while she did it; that he \yas down¬ 
stairs in the front room listening to the radio while Mrs. 
Dennett changed her clothes; that movies and jhe radio 
were a favorite pastime with him; that he has had a drink 
of liquor in the Dennett home but has never t^ken any 
liquor there and does not know who did; that he ljias never 
taken anv food there but has had a sandwich there and had 
dinner there one Sunday evening and helped wash the 
dishes; that he was invited that afternoon to eat; that Den¬ 
nett was not at home; that he did not find that ou): until he 
got there; that he would have gone to dinner if he had 
known Dennett was; that he would have been glad to meet 
Dennett at any time; that the night of the raid Mrs. Den¬ 
nett was not standing up in front of the couch when Den¬ 
nett and the detectives walked in but got up later arid walked 
out of the room; that he sat there; that he did nqt talk to 
any one; that he does not remember who turned thg light on 
but it was the light by the sofa that was turned on; that he 
thinks he got his information from Miss Bohrer fhat Den¬ 
nett was away from home practically all of the tjme; that 
he never saw Dennett there; that he did not go there be¬ 
cause Dennett was away; that he would have met! Dennett 
and was not ashamed to meet him; that he and thfe defend¬ 
ant employed the same counsel; 

(Mr. Creech states this inquiry is made because the 
defendant is asking for counsel fees); 

177 that he did not tell Lucille Bohrer he had gotten 

into a mess by signing his answer; that if he had 

ever committed adulterv with Mrs. Dennett he wor ld admit 

* 

it; that he did not think Dennett was in Lakehurst fhe night 
of the raid; that he thought Dennett was in Philadelphia; 
that he was there when Dennett’s telegram came; t^iat while 
he should not have done so, he did read it; that when Mrs. 
Dennett left Dennett told her to go to a hotel and promised 
to give her some money later on; that they arrived at his 
mother’s home between 3 and 3;30; that he introduced Mrs. 


i 

| 


142 


MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNETT. 


Dennett to Ills mother; that he does not remember introduc¬ 
ing Mrs. Dennett bv her maiden name Bucklev; that he did 
not later on have g discussion with his mother when his 
mother found out it was Mrs. Dennett and not Miss Buck- 
ley ; that he did not tell his mother what had happened and 
did not give his mother anv reason whv Mrs. Dennett was 
there, but merelv stated she was going to stav for a few 
days; that his mother accepted that statement from him; 
that he once met Mrs. Dennett at the corner at the taxicab 
stand in order to save time; that he got there as soon 
as he could; thev were in a hurrv to get down town because 
the movies were crowded; that only happened on one oc¬ 
casion, maybe two; that he does not remember what time 
he left the house on the 16th and 17th but knows it was 
not 2:30 because he always left at a reasonable hour and 
never stayed up until 2:30; that the night of the raid he just 
went in the house for a few minutes after the show to talk; 
that he swears on oath that he never went upstairs in her 
home but the one occasion testified to when he used the 
toilet; that he has never been in the front bedroom; that 
he does not know that any lights flashed on and off in the 
house the night he was there; that he does not know of anv 
lights being turned off; that one of Mrs. Dennett’s pictures 
was left at his hopse; that he did not get a picture of her 
off the dresser in her front bedroom; that he did not 
178 ask for it; that he had not seen it before he found 
it in his house after she left there; that he still has 
the picture; 


On redirect-examination, the witness testified as follows: 


That the onlv time Mrs. Dennett ever came to the Adrian 
* 

house was the night of the raid; that Lucille Bohrer was 
there in the same room with Mrs. Dennett; and the picture 
was found on the dresser in this room after they left; 

On recross-examination, the witness testified as follows: 

He does not remember the exact date of first meeting 
Mrs. Dennett nor the day or week; he went over there about 
2 weeks later to a party; he does not know just how long 
afterwards he went up there when there was not a party; 
he believes he was there the night before the raid but does 
not remember if Lucille Bohrer was there; that he did not 
take Mrs. Dennett to a hotel that night after the raid because 






MARGARET B. DENNETT VS. RICHARD R. DENNET'p. 143 

I 

she only had enough money to stay one or two nights and 
she did not know where she was going to get mor0 money; 
that his mother did not find out Mrs. Dennett was married 
and that he had been calling on her until papers were 
served in this case; that Lucille Bohrer left his ljiouse be¬ 
cause she had a job; that he does not know why Mrs. Den¬ 
nett left; that he was not home, but his understanding was 
that his mother thought it best she not stay, beipg mixed 
up in trouble; that his mother knew Mrs. Denndtt was a 
married woman; that he went to the Congressional! Country 
Club and tried to get Miss Bohrer to testify; that he knew 
she was under subpoena; j 

179 On redirect-examination, the witness testified as 
follows: j 

That he helped Miss Bohrer get her position j at Con¬ 
gressional Country Club by putting an ad in the paper for 
her and giving his telephone number at home; and she got 
the position through that; that Miss Bohrer was living at 
his house at the time; that Miss Bohrer, up to jthe time 
he found out she had gone over to Dennett’s sidej did not 
indicate any bitterness toward Mrs. Dennett and hhd never 
criticized Mrs. Dennett in his presence and did not! tell him 
that Mrs. Dennett had neglected her husband. 

On recross-examination, the witness testified as follows: 

That his mother did not know where he was gc[ing eve¬ 
nings but had often warned him about going aroiimd with 
married women. j 

Edward C. Darby was called as a witness on liehalf of 
the defendants and, after being duly sworn, testified as fol¬ 
lows: 

He is 26 years old; he has been with the Metropolitan 
Police force two years last September; he met Mrs.jDennett 
through Lucille Bohrer at 30th & M Streets in Gray’s Drug 
Store; he was with Billy Edwards who introduce^ him to 
Miss Bohrer, who in turn introduced him to Mrs. Dennett; 
that he got Lucille Bohrer’s telephone number fr^m her; 
that he went to the Dennett house a couple of days later 
to see Miss Bohrer; that later he was out to the iDennett 
house; he and a friend of his, Lucille Bohrer and Mjrs. Den¬ 
nett went to eat and then went to his apartment; that they 

| 

i 

i 
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just talked and listened to the radio; that the lights were 
not out; that there were no improper relations of 

180 any kind between himself and Mrs. Dennett or anv 

* * 

one else; he does not recall Mrs. Dennett going to the 
bathroom in his apartment; Mrs. Dennett was never with 
him alone in his apartment; that when his brother went to 
the hospital he met Mrs. Dennett in the court outside the 
apartment as he was coming home from work; that Mrs. 
Dennett was leaving; that no one else was in the apartment; 
that he had a young lady with him; that he has stopped by 
the Dennett house at 10 or 10:30 at night to get a sandwich; 
that lie did so because Lucille Bolirer stopped him on the 
street one afternoon and invited him to stop by later for a 
sandwich; that there were no love affairs or affections be¬ 
tween himself and Mrs. Dennett; that his visits to the Den¬ 
nett home were occasioned bv his association with Lucille 
Bolirer; that he has never been to the Dennett home 'when 
he was intoxicated; that Mrs. Dennett had never come down 
in her nightgown or anything of that sort; that he never 
committed adultery with Mrs. Dennett; that he has never 
been alone with either Mrs. Dennett or Miss Bohrer; that 
Mrs. Dennett never said or indicated she was jealous of 
him; that Lucille Bohrer never did; that he is under sub¬ 
poena as a witness; 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That he has talked with Mr. Kaufmann about the case 

and no one else; that Mr. Buckley told him he was wrapped 

up in the children; that he has not talked to Mrs. Buckley 

nor Mrs. Dennett; that he has not even seen Dick Mitchell, 

Miss Evelyn Jones, Billy Edwards, nor Julie Sanders; that 

Bucklev had told him of his affection for the children this 
* 

morning and yesterday morning; that he met Mrs. Dennett 
through Lucille Bohrer; that he remembers definitely it was 
Lucille Bohrer who gave him the telephone number; that 
he has not talked with Billy Edwards about this; that 
Lucille said, “We have only had the phone in a few T 

181 days”; that he went to work with the Frigidaire peo¬ 
ple May 1, 1929, was laid off; was employed by the 

Chevy Chase Dairy for about a month and quit; that there 
was no difference in the balance of his accounts that was 
charged to profit and loss; that he never had any trouble 
with his accounts there; that he is married and was sepa- 
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rated the first of last September from his wife; that his wife 
lives with her folks on Conduit Road; that her;mother’s 
name is Mrs. Minnie Young; that he is separated from his 
wife by reason of a mutual agreement that they bould not 
get along; that his wife is now working for her father; that 
witness lived with his wife at 1302 I St., N. W.j; that he 
never had anv difficultv over some other woman; that he has 
never had any difficulty over his wife’s drinking; [that they 
just came to the conclusion that they could not ^et along 
and agreed to separate temporarily because there was fuss¬ 
ing and crabbing; that he then moved to 2500 K St.; that 
on the Saturday night after he met Mrs. Dennett he was at 
the Dennett house at a party until 12 or 12:30; that Lucille 
Bohrer, Richard Mitchell, and Evelyn Jones werk over to 
his apartment that night; that a couple of the boys had bot¬ 
tles; that he had no liquor and served nothing to drink; 
that he did not carry a flask over to the Dennett house; 
that he helped Mrs. Dennett mix some highballs J that he 
does not know who carried the liquor over to the! Dennett 
house; there was 5 or 6 different fellows there;! that his 
apartment consists of two rooms, kitchen, and bgth; that 
the police regulations prohibit him from keeping liquor; 
that he does not know whether the police regulation- make 
possession of liquor in his apartment ground fof dismis¬ 
sal from the police force; that he knew there vhas some 
liquor in the Dennett house that Saturday night; [that this 
was the only night he saw any drinking there; that he has 
parked his car in the rear and came in the Dennett house 
through the back door to get a sandwich; tgat there 
182 are quite a few homes where he stops to get sand¬ 
wiches at night; that Senator Davis’ home jis one of 
them; that he did not mix cocktails with Senatotr Davis’ 
wife; that both Mrs. Dennett and Lucille Bohrer were in the 
kitchen when he got the sandwiches; that he did not get 
anything to drink; that Mangum did not go with him to 
get a sandwich; that Mangum was with him the Saturday 
night; that that was the only time Mangum was vjith him; 
that Mrs. Dennett did not come to his apartment on; a snowy 
Sunday afternoon by herself and did not come there at any 
other time to his knowledge; that she did not cbme any 
other afternoon during the week; that he has neve j been to 
the Ambassador Swimming Pool with Mrs. Dennqtt; that 

w i 7 
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one Sundav afternoon she came bv for about half an hour; 
that she just talked and played the radio; did nothing else; 
that Mrs. Dennett brought some chicken over that after¬ 
noon and nothing else; that he does not know how she came 
to bring the chicken; that he had not phoned the Dennett 
home but Mangum had; that he did not tell Mangum to 
phone and was not present when he did phone; that Mrs. 
Dennett left bv herself; that it was Lucille Bohrer who 
suggested going over to his apartment to dance; that part 
of the evening Miss Bohrer sat on the couch with Man¬ 
gum and he sat on another couch with Mrs. Dennett; that 
he had two lights burning, a floor lamp near the window 
and a light over the radio; that no drinks were served that 
evening and nothing to eat; that they were there only an 
hour; that he never had heard of any reference to him 
around the Dennett house as Clark Gable; that they did 
not call him Santa Claus; that he never saw Clark Gable’s 
picture on Mrs. Dennett’s dresser; that he was never in 
Mrs. Dennett’s ropm; that he was only upstairs once the 
first night he was there; that he asked Mrs. Dennett to 
show him the children; that he likes children and never had 
any himself; that she did show him the children; that there 
was a small child in one room and two children in 
183 another room; that he later went into the bathroom; 

that it was his brother who called Mrs. Dennett at 
the time the brother was sick; that he did not send his 
brother to the hospital because he wanted to get rid of him 
that night; that it was not his wife or a relative who was 
with him that night; that they had a cup of coffee, a sand¬ 
wich, and he took the girl home after listening to the radio; 
that this girl was with him when he met Mrs. Dennett leav¬ 
ing the apartment; that Mrs. Dennett did not ask him who 
the girl was; that he did not know her until he saw her; 
did not know why she was there; that his brother did not 
tell him he had ’phoned Mrs. Dennett until the next day; 
that he has lived with his wife at 1504 17th St.; that he had 
no trouble with her there; that he then moved to 2500 K. 
St.; that he does not know of any jealousy between Lucille 
and Mrs. Dennett over him; that he was in uniform when 
he went to the Dennett house to get a sandwich and was 
driving a Metropolitan police car, but was not in uniform 
the Saturday night he was at the Dennett house, and was 
not in a Metropolitan police car; that he left the Dennett 
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home in Mangum’s car; that Mangum is a policepan who 
lives with him; Mangum is unmarried; that he qnly went 
to the Dennett house twice for a sandwich; that he did not 
pay any attention to the porch light; that he has turned 
the spotlight on the kitchen window when he dro|e by but 
does not know whv he did it; that he has driven!bv there 
hundreds of times; that the house is on his beat; that he 
can not state definitely whether there was anything* to drink 
in his apartment that night he and Mangum, Lucille Bohrer 
and Mrs. Dennett were there; that Mrs. Dennett njever told 
him to quit going with Lucille; that he knew Mrs| Dennett 
was married and had met her husband; that hej went to 
the Dennett house on the Saturday after he had pet Mrs. 
Dennett and Miss Bohrer at Lucille’s invitation; that he 
met Dennett that night; that the whole crowd went 
184 for a ride in different cars; he does not recall all of 
the people who were there; that they then went to his 
apartment; that Lucille called Mrs. Dennett and they went 
back to the Dennett house; that there was no understand¬ 
ing when they left that they were to stay away ujntil Den¬ 
nett went to the hospital; that he did not know Deijmett was 
not in the house until he got back; that he did take Mrs. Den¬ 
nett to his apartment that night he took Miss Boljrer; that 
they were all together; that they were not separated off into 
couples; that there was not anything happened olut of the 
way; that he never slipped in the back door of the Dennett 
house; that he was in uniform, knocked on the door, and 
that Miss Bohrer let him in; that he never set anjv definite 
engagement with Mrs. Dennett; that there are always 3 or 
4 in his apartment; that three of them live there: that the 
Sunday Mrs. Dennett brought the chicken over his kid 
brother was in the house; that Mrs. Dennett came alone; 
that there is nothing in the police regulations agaipst going- 
in a house to eat while on duty; that he did not! see any- 
thing wrong with it; that he was married November 10, 
1929; that no divorce proceedings have been instituted be¬ 
tween him and his wife; that his wife does not dripk. 

j 

In answering questions of the Court, the witness replied 
as follows: 

That Billy Edwards introduced him to Mrs. Dehnett and 
Miss Bohrer; that Edwards knew he was married; that he 
does not think Edwards told them he was married^ that the 
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time Mrs. Dennett did some straightening- up in his apart¬ 
ment he met Mrs. Dennett when he was coming home; that 
the voung ladv with him met him at work; that thev did not 
have cocktails; only a cup of coffee and a sandwich; that 
2 or 3 davs later about 5 o’clock in the afternoon, he saw 
Mrs. Dennett and Miss Bohrer walking and they told 
185 him that thev were coming home from downtown; 

that he was driving a police car with another man in 
it and — Bohrer asked him to come down to the house and 
have something to eat, and told him if he got time to drop 
around and have a sandwich; that Miss Bohrer and Mrs. 
Dennett both knew he was married; that he told them the 
first night he went out; 

On recross-exantination, the witness testified as follows: 

That Mrs. Dennett invited him to her house for dinner 
once. 

On redirect-examination, the witness testified as follows: 

That he did not accept the invitation; that he was work¬ 
ing; that Mrs. Dennett had called him and said 4 ‘Mr. Den¬ 
nett and I would like to have you come out for Sunday 
dinner” but that it was impossible for him to go on ac¬ 
count of duty. 

Mrs. Edna D. Buckley was called as a witness on behalf 
of the defendants and, after being duly sworn, testified as 
follows: 

That she is the mother of Mrs. Dennett, who is her only 
child; that she has lived in Kansas Citv, Mo., since 
1906; that she was in San Diego at the time of the marriage, 
but was not present at the marriage; that she left San Diego 
a week after the marriage with her husband and daughter; 
that she went from Kansas City to San Diego at the time 
of the birth of her daughter’s first child; that she went from 
San Diego to Lakewood, N. J., for the birth of the second 
and third child; that Mr. Dennett’s parents were not pres¬ 
ent on any of these occasions; that she met Lucille Bohrer 
when she went to Lakewood the latter part of 
386 August 1931; that Lucille Bohrer was the maid in the 
house at that time; that she and Mr. Buckley were 
in Lakewood from about the 26th of August until the 18th 
of October; that this was the occasion of the birth of the 
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last child; that Dennett was not there; that Dennett was 
present at the birth of the second child; that she always 
stayed with her daughter from six weeks to two iponths at 
the birth of each child and took care of it until the mother 
was able to do so; that she visited the Dennetts when the 
oldest child, Margaret Ann, was 6 months old, and that the 
Dennetts had a habit of going out to shows and other places 
and leaving the baby; that she spoke to both |Mr. and 
Mrs. Dennett about it and suggested the hazard of fire; that 
both parents agreed the baby was perfectly all ri^ht; that 
Dennett made no objections to the practice of leaving the 
child alone in the house; that she usually visited the Den¬ 
netts at Christmas time and usually spent close ito three 
months each year with her daughter; that from h^r obser¬ 
vations Mrs. Dennett conducted the home and care<^ for the 
children the best she could; that she thinks Margaret Ann 
adores her mother and knows the mother adores the chil¬ 
dren ; that while she w’as at Lakewood, Lucille Bohfer went 
to Tom’s River over the week end and went out frequently 
in the evening with acquaintances in Lakewood; 

That occasionally there were things that did nojt please 
Dennett in the home, and he become quite disagreeable 
and would not speak to anyone except when it wa|s neces¬ 
sary; that witness was quite uncomfortable at timjes; that 
Dennett was very critical of his wife and exacting in 
many ways, particularly when she was stout from haying her 
children; that it is her opinion outside appearance^ meant 
more to Dennett ; that while Dennett was in the hospital 
in Washington in December, 1931, he wrote the witness that 
Mrs. Dennett had told some ladv who was a mem- 
187 ber of the Navv circle that in addition to thtee chil- 
dren she had had three miscarriages; that .witness 
immediately wrote Mrs. Dennett and told her hqw this 
gossip had affected Dennett, and she wrote Dennett and told 
him she thought he was making more of it than was J meant; 
that she thinks she offended him; that her relations with 
Dennett up to then had been cordial in the extreme; j 

That it was on Friday night following the Monday Mrs. 
Dennett left home that she received a telegram frojm Mrs. 
Dennett asking for money; that she was alone, Mr. Ijkickley 
was out of the city; the telegram did not explain \yhv she 
needed money and she telephoned Dennett; that Ij)ennett 
refused to tell her where Mrs. Dennett was and stated he 
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did not know where she was; that Mr. Buckley was in Chi¬ 
cago on a business trip; that she called him on long dis¬ 
tance ; that Mr. Buckley then called Dennett and could not 
get any information; that Mr. Buckley drove from Chicago 
to Kansas City that night and the two of them immediately 
came to Washington, arriving here on Tuesday evening, 
April 26; that they have been in Washington ever since; 
that she has not seen Dennett to talk wdth him since her 
arrival; that she and her daughter, Mrs. Dennett, in com¬ 
pany with Mr. Kaufmann, went to the house to see the chil¬ 
dren once after her arrival here; that she does not know 
whether Dennett was home at the time; that Mrs. Dennett 
and Kaufmann went in and brought them out; that the chil¬ 
dren were not readv when thev called and thev had to wait; 
that the children appeared to be in good health and to have 
had proper care; that she held the baby and he seemed to 
be normal; that both of the girls knew her; that the children 
have always loved her and she adores them; that both the 
Buckleys and Mrs. Dennett are members of the Prospect 
Avenue Congregational Church of Kansas City; that Mrs. 

Dennett sang in the choir there previous to her mar- 
188 riage; that she has not seen Dennett go to Church 
or Sundav School after his marriage; 

That she is acquainted with Dr. Sickle at Lakewood; that 
she and Mr. Buckley took Mrs. Dennett to Dr. Sickle’s office 
a couple of times before her confinement and Dr. Sickle 
asked her to come in for an examination after the confine¬ 
ment ; that she called Dr. Sickle to see the baby twice during 
her stay in Lakewood; that Dr. Sickle is a physician in good 
repute, is married, with a wife and a little daughter of 
whom he is very fond; that Dr. Sickle called on Mrs. Den¬ 
nett only as a reputable physician. 

That she has met Dennett’s mother on one occasion; that 
about a month or six weeks after her daughter’s marriage, 
she accompanied Mr. Buckley on a business trip to the east; 
that when they reached Washington they called on Den¬ 
nett’s mother and father; that the call vras an unpleasant 
experience; that from the beginning Dennett’s mother im¬ 
pressed the Buckleys with her importance and the import¬ 
ance of the family, and inquired about their social standing 
and religion, and about Mr. Buckley’s business; and wanted 
to know how they happened to be on the West Coast when 
their daughter met Dennett; and stated that a great many 
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people considered it quite a social advantage for their 
daughters to marry Naval officers; that Mr. Buckjley stated 
the Navy meant nothing to him; that he had nothing against 
Dennett but did not want his daughter to marijy at that 
time and that he had raised heaven and earth to prevent it; 
that this offended Dennett’s mother seriously; that Den¬ 
nett’s mother never corresponded with witness, and never 
invited her to call, and did not entertain her on the occasion 
of that visit; that Mrs. Dennett had just passecj. 20 when 
she married; 

That it is witness’ opinion it would be ruinous t|o the chil¬ 
dren and their mother to put them in an institution; 
189 that she would be willing to care for the children as 
her own if thev were in her custodv, and would be 
willing to work her fingers to the bone to raise !them and 
see that they had proper education and happiriess; that 
their future is uppermost in her mind; that frogi her ob¬ 
servations Dennett has alwavs lacked interest ip the chil- 
dren and was indifferent about their physical plants and 
happiness; that he lacked judgment; that when jhe oldest 
child was 2 1 /j years old Mrs. Dennett came home ^>n a visit 
and the child’s ears had been taped back; that she had 
prominent ears like her mother and the witness { that the 
witness took the tape off and found the ears much inflamed; 
that Dennett wrote Mrs. Dennett during this visit} and told 
her to continue taping the ears; that Dennett had a police 
dog on which one of the ears flopped and he had taped it; 

That witness has known a great many mothers who have 

raised fine children who left them alone; that modern: 

mothers do that more than thev did in her dav. 

* 

On cross-examination the witness testified as follows: 

That the telegram asking for money was received Friday 
night following the Monday Mrs. Dennett left hcjme; that 
Mrs. Dennett had explained her failure to advisej her par¬ 
ents sooner was that she believed she would straighten 
things out; that she did not tell witness she had b^en living 
at Adrian’s house; that it was around 12 o’clock jwhen she 
got the request for money and that she wared the money 
about 4 in the morning to the Western Union station; that 
the occasion when she saw the children was when she took 
them to the doctor’s; that she has not been to see the chil¬ 
dren oftener because it was such a trial for Mrs. Dennett 
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to go into the house with Dennett’s mother; that 

190 they had a desire to go but when they called the 

phone was hung up on them; that a court order giv¬ 
ing Mrs. Dennett partial custody of the children did not 
protect them from the attitude of Dennett’s mother; that 
it was a hardship to do without seeing the children; that 
on one occasion she was so anxious to catch even a glimpse 
of the children she walked down to within a block of the 
house hoping to catch a glimpse of them at play; that she 
has had the desire to avoid any unpleasantness from Den¬ 
nett and his mother; that her actions in regard to the chil¬ 
dren were on the advice of Mrs. Dennett’s attorney, not 
to see the children and not to go after them; that she did 
not visit Mrs. Dennett at Bremerton, Wash.; that the first 
child was born in San Diego, Cal., June 26, 1926; that the 
Dennetts were in Bremerton, Wash., before the birth of 
the first child; thalt following the marriage, she and Mr. 
Buckley took Mrs. Dennett home with them to Kansas City 
for two weeks because Dennett was making a cruise in 
three weeks; that it would be terrible to leave Mrs. Dennett 
there with the probability of pregnancy; that Mrs. Den¬ 
nett became unhappy and that they sent her back to San 
Diego before Dennett sailed; that Mrs. Dennett went with 
them willingly; that they have never had anything but a 
consideration of the happiness of the Dennetts; that Mr. 
Bucklev is in business for himself dealing in automobile 

w . i m " 

accessories; that he has dealers practically all over the 
country; that he has been in this business ever since his 
marriage; that he had business on the Coast and also in 
the east at the time he was in San Diego and in Washing¬ 
ton; that the trips at the time of the birth of the children 
were not business trips but were for the particular purpose 
of being present at that occasion; that Mr. Buckley did not 
work any territory from Dennett’s home; that Mrs. Den- 

nett returned from Kansas City to San Diego at her 

191 parent’s expense; that she always made trips at 

her parent’s expense; that on two occasions Mrs. Den¬ 
nett came home at her parent’s expense and they offered 
to pay Dennett’s fare also; that they, the Buckleys, were 
constantly outfitting the children; that they bought fur¬ 
nishings of all kinds for the house; that there were never 
any parties in Lakewood that she knew of; that they con¬ 
tributed enough on all of their visits so that they were no 
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burden of expense to the Dennetts; that she considered 
Mrs. Dennett was given a very inadequate allowance for 
clothing; that she did not think any woman coiild dress 
as fashionably as she was expected to on that amcjunt; that 
Dennett did not remonstrate with witness and Mr. Buckley 
about spoiling Mrs. Dennett in that respect; that|she tried 
to make things easier for Mrs. Dennett by persuading her 
to do as Dennett wanted; that she does not knovj whether 
Dennetted budgeted his income; that at the time of their 
marriage Mrs. Dennett had never had any experience in 
handling money and was a very inexperienced girl; that 
Dennett had said, “Let her alone. She will be aljl right”; 
that she handled the money Dennett allowed her ;i that she 
watched expenses as carefully as she possibly cojuld; that 
witness knew nothing about Mrs. Dennett overdrawing the 
bank account; that witness knew what was going|on when 
she was in the house; that whenever she came tojthe Den¬ 
nett house the children needed clothes, warm garihents for 
their comfort and health; that witness was with Mrs. Den¬ 
nett many times when money was spent for the children 
and she saw it did not go very far; that she did not con¬ 
sider $20 a month for Mrs. Dennett and $5 for eaph of the 
children sufficient; that she knows nothing of the other 
bills paid by Dennett; that her interest was in tlije daugh¬ 
ter and the children; that she wanted them to appear as 
Dennett wanted them to appear; that she trie4 to con¬ 
tribute to the happiness of all of the children; that 
192 the first time she ever met Dennett she saw ihim take 

i 

a drink; that she does not consider Dennettj a drink¬ 
ing man; that she has never heard him use profanity; that 
he was always on good behavior when she saw him; that his 
one desire in life seemed to be to make a good irppression 
on people with his fine clothes, except in his own hdme; that 
Dennett has never showed any resentment toward her; that 
she did not take Mrs. Dennett home after the marriage to 
create any feeling; that sometimes for 4 or 5 days! Dennett 
would do no more than speak to witness and Mr. ]Buckley; 
that whenever Mrs. Dennett was discussed Dennett usuallv 

i *■ 

said to leave her alone, that she was learning; that s}ie knows 
nothing about the vacuum cleaner man and has njot heard 
him discussed; that Mrs. Dennett wrote constantly that 
she was trying to do the best she could to make thiitgs more 
happy in the home; that she knows nothing aliout the 


i 
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Thanksgiving party at Lakewood; that Mrs. Dennett has 
never done any more drinking than Dennett and does not 
like it; that she doe£ not know whether Mrs. Dennett served 
drinks in her home during the period from Thanksgiving 
1931 to February 1932; that Mrs. Dennett has been un- 
happy for 2 or 3 years; that witness has not injected her¬ 
self into the affairs of the Dennetts beyond taking care of 
the children; that she has been present at the birth of 
everv child and one miscarriage; that Dennett usuallv 
needed the Buckleys to help him in some way; that the first 
miscarriage was about 6 months after the birth of Mar¬ 
garet Ann; that Dennett did not see Margaret Ann until 
she was 3 months old; that she knew Dennett did not want 
children; and felt it was up to him to see there were not 
so many children; that Mrs. Dennett has made a confidant 

of her mother; that she and Mr. Bucklev have alwavs 

* * 

wanted to keep the couple together; that she has never 
threatened to take Mrs. Dennett back home; that she has 
never sought to influence Mrs. Dennett to leave home; that 
it was Dennett’s mother and not Mr. Bucklev who 
193 introduced the unpleasant conversation on the occa¬ 
sion the Buckleys called on Dennett’s mother in 
Washington; that Dennett is an onlv son and Mrs. Dennett 
is an only daughter; that Dennett’s father seemed to be 
• ^ixie etlenia.i^ a.x^.ci onee or twice said to his wife 
during the conversation, “Liza, I think you are exaggerat¬ 
ing that a little”; that he seemed to be surprised at the 
statements of his wife. 

John E. Buckley was called as a witness on behalf of the 
defendants and, after being duly sworn, testified as follows: 

That he is the father of Mrs. Dennett, has lived in Kansas 
City 24 years, has been married 30 years; that he is a manu¬ 
facturers ’ merchandising broker for medical supplies, 
dental supplies, heavy equipment, air compressors, etc., and 
paint equipment; that he has been engaged in this work 11 
years, and prior to that time was was manager for the Ford 
Motor Company at Fargo, N. D., Buffalo, N. Y., Kansas City, 
Mo., and St. Paul, Minn.; 

That he was in Chicago in April when he received a tele¬ 
phone message from his wife; that he immediately left 
Chicago after midnight and drove 560 miles to Kansas City; 
that he and Mrs. Buckley then drove to Washington, arriv- 
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ing here about 5 o’clock Tuesday; that thev met Mrs. 

_ * ' •/ 

Dennett at the Dodge Hotel; that they are nowf living at 
Alban Towers apartment house and have been bince their 
arrival; 

That he has had no conversation with Dennettj since his 
arrival; that he has been to Dennett’s home jvith Mrs. 
Buckley, Mrs. Dennett and Mr. Kaufmann, once since his 
arrival here; that Mrs. Dennett has telephoned \4 r ith refer¬ 
ence to the children; that they have not paid mor j than one 
visit to the Dennett home to see the children because of their 
desire to avoid unpleasantness; that he saw th^ children 
on one occasion; that the children looked healthy and 
194 knew him; that he loved the children dearll and that 
the children have responded more than the average 
child to affection; j 

That he had met Dennett just a short time beforb his mar¬ 
riage ; that he did not know they were to be married; that 
the marriage was in San Diego; that Dennett \yas in the 
Navy; that Dennett was to go on a cruise verb shortly; 
that no provision was made for Mrs. Dennett anq she went 
to Kansas City with her father and mother; that Mrs. 
Dennett was in San Diego to meet Dennett before he re¬ 
turned from his cruise; that there was no disagreement or 
hard feelings on the part of Dennett because Mr^. Dennett 
went home with her parents; when they learned Mrs. Den¬ 
nett was to have a babv thev went to San Diego to be with 
her; that thev were with her before and after the other 
children were born; and were there at one time when she 
had a miscarriage; that he saw nothing to indicate: a lack of 
cordiality on the part of Dennett; he thought Mrs. Dennett 
did beautifully with her home; 

That he did not advance any money for expenses in con¬ 
nection with the birth of the first child, which was handled 
bv a Navv doctor, but he did give monev to Dennett for*the 
second child, and paid the hospital bill for the third child; 
that Dennett has repaid possibly three-fourths of this 
money: that witness and Mrs. Buckley have loahed other 
monies to Dennett; that they gave Dennett some tqble silver 
for a wedding present; that the automobile referred to by 
Dennett as a belated wedding present was not suc^i; that it 
was given to Mr. and Mrs. Dennett about three ygars after 
their marriage; Dennett then had an old Mercer ai}d he con¬ 
sidered it dangerous for Mrs. Dennett to drive it, {following 
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Dennett in his balloon flights, and witness gave them an 
Essex, $926; 

Dennett was home at the time the second child was born, 
but was not there at the time the last child was born; 

195 That he met Lucille Bohrer in August, 1931, in 
Lakewood at the Dennett home; he knows Dr. Sickle, 

who brought the last baby into the world; Dr. Sickle called 
at the house professionally and witness took Mrs. Dennett 
to the doctor’s office; 

That there was nothing unfriendly between Lucille 
Bohrer and himself, or between Lucille Bohrer and Mrs. 
Dennett; he has seen Lucille Bohrer only once since his 
present visit to Washington; he went to see her with Mr. 
Kaufmann on 34th Street to get some details of this trouble; 
that he asked her to talk to Mrs. Buckley and she stated she 
did not want to be drawn in the case; that she did not 
want to have anything to do with the case or to testify 
for either side; that he does not recall any conversation as 
to the care of the children; that when the witness first came 
to town he called Lucille Bohrer and asked her to see him, 
and she said she could not, but asked him to come and see 
her at 11 o’clock; that no one answered the door wdien he 
arrived; that he has not seen her or talked with her since 
then; that he never called her and asked her how she was 
fixed for money or if she wanted money; that he has never 
had a conversation with Dennett’s present housekeeper, 
and has never offered her $100 or any other amount to 
testify; 

That he remembers when Mrs. Dennett moved to Wash¬ 
ington with her family; that Mrs. Dennett had no funds 
and he wired her $50; 

That he remembers calling on Dennett’s mother in Wash¬ 
ington shortly after the marriage; that the visit was any¬ 
thing but cordial; Dennett’s mother inquired as to his re¬ 
ligion, his business, what college his daughter was a gradu¬ 
ate of, why they had gone to California, and stated that 
some woman had been running after Dennett trying to 
marry her daughter to him; that he told her he was not 
anxious for his daughter to marry her son or anyone else, 
and she replied, “I suppose Rodney wanted to smash 

196 you in the nose.”; that there was no invitation to 
return their visit here, and that as they were leaving 

Dennett’s mother said, “I detest people in the west. I do 
not mean the far west. I detest them in the middle west.”; 
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that Dennett’s mother knew the Buckley’s lived in Kansas 
City; | 

That he observed a great deal of affection between Mrs. 
Dennett and her children; that Mrs. Buckley loves the 
children and they adore her; that witness will doj anything 
in the world for the children, and there is no question but 
what the welfare of the children will be served b^st if they 
are in the custody of Mrs. Dennett and the Buckleys. 

On cross-examination, the witness testified as follows: 

That he took Mrs. Dennett home after her marriage be¬ 
cause Dennett was going on a cruise and no provision had 
been made for Mrs. Dennett; he does not kno\y Dennett 
assigned his bank account and income for her before he 
started on that cruise; he did not question his daughter as 
to whether or not she had lived with Dennett as hi$ wife be¬ 
fore she went home with him; that so far as \ie knows 
Dennett could not help being absent at the birth of the first 
child, and he could not see any possibility of Dennett being 
present at the birth of the last child and did no{ criticise 
him; that Dennett was present at the birth of the second 
child; that he does not know whether Dr. Sickle treated the 
baby’s arm for burns, nor when he treated Mary Jane when 
she was sick at her stomach; he does not kno\^ whether 
Mrs. Buckley was present; that such money as he bas given 
his daughter was what Dennett could not give hexf; that he 
did not feel Dennett was giving Mrs. Dennett his income; 
that he never questioned Dennett about finances; tjhat there 
was no discussion with him about such matters; Jthat with 
respect to the automobile which was purchased at 
197 Lakewood, the notes were signed by Dehnett and 
endorsed by the witness because they would not take 

* j 

Dennett’s signature; he has not given either Denneft or Mrs. 
Dennett anything which he regrets; this automobile was 
paid for by the witness; he paid $450 at the time Mary Jane 
was born in 1929; it seemed to be a necessity under the cir¬ 
cumstances to advance money; he went with t^e Ford 
people as manager in 1910 and was with them 6 years, ap¬ 
proximately; that the only reason he has not be^n out to 
see the children since his arrival in Washington is be¬ 
cause of his desire to avoid unpleasantness; thdt on the 
one occasion they went out there, they were advised to call 
at 3 o’clock; they did call at 3 o’clock but it was 3:50 when 
the children were ready; that when they returned!the chil- 
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dren Dennett’s mother demanded that Mrs. Dennett not go 

up the steps with the baby; that Mrs. Dennett visited the 

Buckleys about three times during her married life, and that 

the last time she whs home about seven weeks; that he has 

considered it a necessitv to advance monev when he visited 

» *■ 

his daughter; that it was always a miscarriage, or a baby, 
or one about to come; that his business was always in good 
condition and he has time to spend as he sees fit; that he has 
not heard anything about a vacuum cleaner man which im¬ 
presses his recollection; that Mrs. Dennett did not call him 
about coming home at that time; that he first saw Adrian at 
his place of business in the Westminster Press; he called 
on him there; Adrian was not present when he and Mrs. 
Dennett called on the attornevs; he does not recall a con- 
versation with Adrian about Miss Bohrer; that he once 
talked with Miss Bohrer in the presence of Adrian and Mr. 
Kaufman; that he has had no conversation with Adrian 
about going to the Congressional Country Club to see Miss 
Bohrer; that he has not interviewed Adrian in the corridor; 
that he loaned Mrs. Dennett money to come to Washington 
because Mrs. Dennett stated she had no money; and 
198 witness paid the expense of Mrs. Dennett’s moving 
from California to Lakewood, but has not been re¬ 
imbursed. 

On redirect examination, the witness testified as follows: 

That in the event the custody of the children is awarded 
Mrs. Dennett it is his intention to provide a home for Mrs. 
Dennett and the children with the Buckleys in Kansas City; 
that he has a 7 room house there, and has a quite substan¬ 
tial income; and Mrs. Dennett is his only child. 

Mrs. Elizabeth E. Dennett was called as a witness on 
behalf of the plaintiff and, after being duly sworn, testified 
as follows: 

That she is the mother of Richard Rodney Dennett, plain¬ 
tiff, and is now residing in Dennett’s home, 3839 Garfield 
Street, living with Dennett and the children; she has a 
servant in the house; that it is her intention to remain with 
Dennett and help care for the children; that she went up 
there the last of April; that the same maid is still there; 
that witness has not given up her furnished apartment 
at the Cairo; that she will live with Dennett and do any¬ 
thing she can for the children; that her idea is to take the 
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children to the beach and keep them out of dpors this 
summer. j 

On cross-examination the witness testified as fallows: 

i 

That she did not move to the Dennett house until the 
29th of April; that she has been in bed a good defrl of her 
time for 2 years; that she did not know Charlotte: Murphy 
before Dennett employed her to care for ithe chil- 
199 dren; that she did not suggest putting the; children 
in a home; that she saw the children in Ljakehurst 
and once in Atlantic City in 1929; that Dennett mailed her 
pictures of the children; that she never wrote to !\^rs. Den¬ 
nett; she did not call to see the children in Wajshington 
and was not able to make a call. 

On redirect examination the witness testified as j follows: 

That she is able to hire any kind of help or nijrses she 
needs for the children in reason; and would likq to take 
care of the children. j 

On recross-examination the witness testified as!follows: 

That Mrs. Dennett has written to her, but she tloes not 
know whether she ever answered. j 

JOSEPH W. Cojc, 

Justice. 

Date: Dec. 12, 1932. 

7 j 

No objection. 

P. HUNTER CREECH, 

J. Y. ALLEN, | 

Attorneys for Plaintiff, 

JOSEPH T. SHERIER, [ 

A tty. for Plff. I 

Service of copy of the foregoing Statement of Evidence 
accepted this 26th dav of November, 1932. 

F. HUNTER CREpECH, 

J. Y. ALLEN, | 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 
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Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court. 
No. 5904. Margaret Buckley Dennett, Appellant, vs. Rich¬ 
ard Rodney Dennett. Court of Appeals, District! of Co¬ 
lumbia. Filed Feb. 23, 1933. Henry W. Hodges, C^erk. 
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